
 

Southwest Power Pool 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

December 9, 2008 
Hyatt Regency DFW Airport, Dallas, TX 

•  A G E N D A  •  
 

8:30 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. CST 
 

1. Call to Order.............................................................................................  Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

2. Consent Agenda ....................................................................................... Mr. Jim Eckelberger 

a. Minutes 

3. Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report ...........................................Mr. John Olsen 

a. Balanced Portfolio Compliance  

4. Organizational Effectiveness Review 

a. Board of Directors Evaluation................................................................Mr. Nick Brown 

b. Stakeholder Satisfaction Survey Results .....................................Mr. Michael Desselle 

c. SAS70 Controls............................................................................Mr. Michael Desselle  

d. Organizational Group Annual Assessment ...........................................Mr. Nick Brown 

e. Organizational Group Rosters..........................................................Ms. Stacy Duckett 

f. Metrics Review.............................................................................Mr. Michael Desselle 

g. Employee Engagement Survey....................................................Mr. Michael Desselle 

5. Future 2009 Meetings ............................................................................... Mr. Jim Eckelberger        

RSC/BOD/RET - January 26 - 28 ..............................Dallas 

RSC/BOD/RET - April 27 - 29 ...................... Oklahoma City 

BOD - June 8 - 9 ................................................. Little Rock 

RSC/BOD/RET - July 27 - 29............................Kansas City 

RSC/BOD/RET - October 26 - 28 ............................... Tulsa 

BOD - December 8.....................................................Dallas 
 

Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 



 
 
 

Southwest Power Pool 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Marriott Tulsa Southern Hills, Tulsa, OK 

October 28, 2008 
 

- Summary of Action Items - 
 
 
1. Approved Consent Agenda items: 

a. Approved minutes from the July 29 and September 8, 2008 Board of Directors/Members 
Committee meeting. 

 
b. Approved the Finance Committee’s Credit Policy modification for Guaranty Agreement 

representations and warranties. 
 

c. The Markets and Operations Policy Committee’s recommendations to approve: 
 

1. Criteria 5 modifications  
 
2. Tariff language for the newly created Attachment AP 

 
3. Tariff changes regarding the Project Sponsor Agreement allowing the RTWG to make any 

non-substantive changes to the Tariff language necessary for filing at the Commission  
 

4. PRRs 184 and 186 for incorporation into the Market Protocols 
 

5. Non-substantive Tariff language modifications of Schedule 2 
 

6. Attachment J waiver request for City of Coffeyville, KS 
 

7. Cancellation of the Clay Center (Westar) – Greenleaf (MKEC) project as an SPP regional 
reliability project and the cancellation of the associated NTCs. The MOPC recommends 
for Board of Directors approval, the inclusion of the Knob Hill (Westar) – Steele City 
(NPPD) and the Kelly – South Seneca (Westar) projects, which will replace the Clay 
Center – Greenleaf project, as needed for SPP regional reliability in the current approved 
STEP. 

 
2. Approved the Finance Committee’s recommended 2009 Operating and Capital Budget. 
 
3. Approved the Finance Committee’s recommendation that SPP establish an assessment rate and 

Tariff administrative fee rate (schedule 1A) of 17¢/MWh effective January 1, 2009. 
 
4. Approved the Market and Operations Policy Committee recommendation to approve the Attachment J 

waiver request for Westar with no dollar cap. 
 
5. Approved the Market and Operations Policy Committee recommendation to approve revised Tariff 

language to include Nebraska entities in the Base Plan Funding. 
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MINUTES NO. 120 

 

 

Southwest Power Pool 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS/MEMBERS COMMITTEE MEETING 

Marriott Tulsa Southern Hills, Tulsa, OK 

October 28, 2008 
 
Agenda Item 1 - Administrative Items 

SPP Chair Mr. Jim Eckelberger called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. The following Board of 
Directors/Members Committee members were in attendance, via teleconference, or represented by proxy: 

Mr. Larry Altenbaumer, director 
Ms. Phyllis Bernard, director 
Mr. Julian Brix, director 
Mr. Nick Brown, director 
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, director 
Ms. Trudy Harper, Tenaska Power Services Company 
Mr. Kelly Harrison, Westar Energy 
Ms. Cindy Holman, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Mr. Rob Janssen, Dogwood Energy 
Mr. Jeff Knottek, City Utilities of Springfield 
Mr. Joshua Martin, director 
Mr. Steve Parr, Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Mr. Mel Perkins, OG+E Electric Services 
Mr. Gary Roulet, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative   
Mr. Harry Skilton, director 
Mr. Stuart Solomon, American Electric Power 
Mr. Richard Spring, Kansas City Power & Light 
Mr. Rick Tyler, Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 
Ms. Sandra Byrd, for Mr. Gary Voigt, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Company 
Mr. Rick Wolfinger, Constellation Power Source 

 
Mr. Eckelberger welcomed guests and asked for a round of introductions. There were 90 persons in 
attendance either in person or via phone representing 25 members (Attendance List - Attachment 1).  Mr. 
Brown reported proxies and a quorum was declared (Proxies - Attachment 2).  
  
Agenda Item 2 – Pending Action Items Report 

Ms. Stacy Duckett reviewed past action items (Past Action Items – Attachment 3). 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Regional State Committee Report 

Vice President David King presented the Regional State Committee (RSC) report.  Mr. King stated that the 
RSC met on October 27 with all states represented.  He welcomed Mr. Paul Suskie (Arkansas Public 
Service Commission) back to the group after having served in Iraq.  Items discussed and approved were: 
 

• Conducted the Annual Election of Officers electing the following members to serve beginning 
January 2009:   

 
President – David King 

 Vice President – Michael Moffet 
 Secretary/Treasurer – Jeff Davis
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• FERC and the Regional Entity Trustees Updates 
• Approved the 2009 Budget and the 2007 Audit Report 
• Business Items: 

o Electric Transmission America, OG&E Energy and Westar Energy reports regarding the 
765 kV overview and cost benefits 

o Voted unanimously to recommend the Westar and Coffeyville Attachment J waiver 
request to the Board of Directors 

o Voted to endorse unintended consequences for the 2007 STEP as reviewed by the 
Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) and reported to the Markets and Operations 
Policy Committee and the RSC 

o Reviewed future markets cost/benefit studies 
o SPP Strategic Plan update 

 
Mr. King expressed appreciation for the work of Ms. Julie Parsley as past President of the RSC.  Mr. Jim 
Eckelberger also thanked Ms. Parsley for her great leadership in bringing change and recognition by 
FERC. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Report  

Mr. Patrick Clarey introduced Ms. Penny Murrell, OEMR Central Director of FERC.  Mr. Clarey then 
provided an update on FERC activities.   
 
At the September open meeting, the Commission: 
 

• Finalized a rule requiring all tariff filings by public utilities, natural gas pipelines and oil pipelines be 
made electronically.  Implementation of this requirement will begin in 18 months to permit 
sufficient time for software development.   

• Conditionally granted incentive rates for the New York Regional Interconnect project subject to the 
New York Public Service Commission’s determination that the project either ensures reliability or 
reduces congestion and approves siting for the project.   

• Approved an experimental plan by a group of Western transmission providers for a two-year 
experimental regional transmission pricing initiative intended to encourage more efficient use of 
the grid and reduce customer costs by expanding access to coordinated transmission service from 
multiple transmission providers. 

 
Also in September, the Commission approved notationally SPP’s request for waiver of the Commission’s 
requirement that SPP perform an audit of its independence from market participants in light of the 
Commission’s on-going audit exploring similar issues. 
 
At the October open meeting, the Commission: 
 

• Approved SPP’s cost allocation proposal to establish a process for including a balanced portfolio 
of economic upgrades in the transmission expansion plan and to recover the cost of those 
upgrades through a regional postage-stamp rate.   

• Approved incentive rates for major transmission projects in the Western United States and Maine. 
• Finalized regulations to strengthen and improve organized wholesale market operations.  The final 

rule generally tracks the proposals outlined in the February 2008 NOPR.  These include directing 
the RTOs to implement rules to foster demand response participation in the markets, facilitate 
long-term power contracting, strengthen market monitoring and ensure responsiveness to 
customers and stakeholders. 
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Also in October, the Commission held a technical conference regarding barriers to transmission 
development.   The purpose of the conference was to hear from transmission developers, transmission 
owners and others on the issues they encounter when trying to build transmission.    
 
Other FERC-related events: 
 
On September 22, 2008 the United Sates Government Accountability Office (GAO) released their report 
on FERC’s oversight of RTOs.  The GAO found that RTO expenses vary considerably depending on the 
size of the RTO and the functions it carries out.  Additionally the Report noted that RTOs and FERC rely 
heavily on the participation and views of stakeholders when evaluating RTO expenses and decisions that 
may affect electricity prices.  The GAO stated that FERC, industry participants and experts lack consensus 
on whether RTOs have brought benefits to their regions that outweigh their costs.  In light of these, GAO 
recommends that FERC develop an approach for regularly reviewing RTO budgets and annual financial 
reports, and develop and report on standardized measures that track RTO performance. 
 
FERC may look to the RTOs/ISOs in the context of the IRC as a platform to begin to discuss how to 
develop the performance metrics. 
 
Senior staff from OEMR continue their participation in ongoing outreach to the state commissions covered 
under classic SPP RTO as well as the SPP ICT arrangement with Entergy and the SPP ITO arrangement 
with EON.  Staff plans informal meetings in connection with the NARUC meeting in New Orleans next 
month with states covered under the ICT arrangement.   
 
Agenda Item 5– Regional Entity Trustee Report 

Mr. Gerry Burrows provided a report on the Regional Entity (RE) Trustees activities.  The report included: 
 

• There have been 60 enforceable violations as of October 16, 2008 of which 95% are either self 
certified or self reported.  The top six violations fall inline with the top seven NERC violations 
which include: 

o Protection System Maintenance and Testing 
o Facility rating Methodology 
o Protections System Misoperations Analysis 
o Establish and Communicate Facility ratings 
o Sabotage Reporting 
o Generator Operations/System Voltage Support 

 
• 2009 audit schedule includes 21 combined on and off site audits 
• SPP RE Fall Compliance Workshop September 23 – 24, 2008 was in Tulsa, OK.  The next 

workshop is scheduled for February 24-26 in Little Rock. 
• RE conducted a survey of registered entities with approximately 50% participation and an overall 

favorable response.  RE has hired a Lead Compliance Engineer which should help address an 
area identified as needing improvement, “resolving problems in a timely manner.” 

• NERC Readiness Evaluations will continue per FERC order on the NERC 2009 NERC budget 
which directed NERC to continue funding the program. 

 
Mr. Eckelberger suggested that SPP Staff report to the Board on how to better prepare members in order 
to avoid violations. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – President’s Report 

Mr. Brown called attention to the Quarterly Report and the Corporate Metrics Report (Quarterly and 
Metrics Reports – Attachment 4).  Mr. Michael Desselle was asked to present the Metrics Report showing 
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a dashboard view of transmission and Market indicators, financial metrics, learning and growth, and 
performance.  It was requested that the metrics show how SPP compares with other RTOs and that all 
charts be on an annualized basis.   
 
Mr. Brown discussed a topic he presented last year regarding energy efficiency and demand response.  
He presented a history of the Energy Imbalance Market (EIS) and FERC’s Order on Rehearing in 2006 to 
“coordinate with utilities, state commissioners and other interested parties to consider provisions for 
participation of demand resources in the imbalance market.”  Currently SPP is working on incorporating 
demand response into its EIS Market and future markets, federal initiatives are growing and state 
initiatives are developing.  SPP has provided and continues to provide compliance filings to FERC every 
six months. Mr. Brown also addressed excerpts from FERC’s final rule regarding wholesale competition in 
regions with organized electric markets stating that FERC will not decide “whether a regulator of a 
traditional, vertically-integrated monopoly utility may give permission for an ARC (aggregator of retail 
customers) to aggregate customers’ demand responses for bidding into SPP’s markets.”  Mr. Brown 
encouraged members to discuss this issue with their companies and welcomes any comments.   
 
Agenda Item 7 – Consent Agenda 

Mr. Eckelberger presented the following consent agenda items for approval (Consent Agenda – 
Attachment 5): 
 

A. Approve July 29, 2008 Board of Director/Members Committee meeting minutes and September 8, 
2008 teleconference minutes. 

 
B. Approve the Finance Committee’s recommendation for Credit Policy modification regarding 

Guaranty Agreement representations and warranties. 
 

C. Approve Markets and Operations Policy Committee’s (MOPC) recommendations: 
 

1. Criteria 5 modifications 
 
2. Tariff language for the newly created Attachment AP 

 
3. Tariff changes regarding the Project Sponsor Agreement allowing the Regional Tariff 

Working Group (RTWG) to make any non-substantive changes to the Tariff language 
necessary for filing at the Commission.  

 
4. PRRs 184 and 186 for incorporation into the Market Protocols 

 
5. Non-substantive Tariff language modifications of Schedule 2 

 
6. Attachment J waiver request for Westar  
7. Attachment J waiver request for City of Coffeyville, KS 

 
8. Cancellation of the Clay Center (Westar) – Greenleaf (MKEC) project as an SPP regional 

reliability project and the cancellation of the associated NTCs. The MOPC recommends 
for Board of Directors approval, the inclusion of the Knob Hill (Westar) – Steele City 
(NPPD) and the Kelly – South Seneca (Westar) projects, which will replace the Clay 
Center – Greenleaf project, as needed for SPP regional reliability in the current approved 
STEP. 

 
Mr. Eckelberger asked for requests to remove any items from the Consent Agenda or a motion to approve. 
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Mr. Bary Warren (Empire District) asked that the Westar waiver request be removed from the Consent 
Agenda for discussion.  Mr. Josh Martin moved to approve Consent Agenda items with the exception 
of the Westar waiver request.  Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  
 
Agenda Item 8 – Finance Committee Report 

Mr. Harry Skilton provided the Finance Committee report (Finance Report & Presentation – Attachment 6). 
The Committee’s recent activities are:  to amend the SPP Credit Policy (included in the Consent Agenda), 
directed review of liability insurance, and reviewed insurance protection for the proposed aircraft.  Action 
items include: 
 

2009 Operating and Capital Budgets 
Mr. Skilton presented the 2009 Budget (SPP 2009 Budget – Attachment 7). He reviewed:  capital 
expenditures, expense analysis, staff growth, revenue analysis, and the Tariff administration fee.  
In discussion it was asked what the process would be regarding SPP’s plan to build a new 
administrative office and primary operations facility. A building plan will be presented to the 
Finance Committee in December 2008 and subject to final approval at the January 2009 Board 
meeting.  Following discussion, Mr. Skilton moved to approve the 2009 SPP Operating and 
Capital Budget as submitted.  Mr. Larry Altenbaumer seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  

 
2009 Administrative Fee  
Mr. Skilton stated that the Committee recommends SPP establish an assessment rate and 
Tariff administrative fee rate (schedule1A) of 17¢/MWh effective January 1, 2009.  He moved 
that the Board approve this recommendation.  Mr. Josh Martin seconded the motion.  The 
Members Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  

 
Agenda Item 9 – Markets and Operations Committee Report 

Mr. John Olsen provided the Markets and Operations Policy Committee Report (MOPC Recommendations 
& Presentation – Attachment 8).  Mr. Olsen presented the following action items for approval:   
 

Westar Waiver Request 
Westar requested a waiver under Attachment J for costs in excess of the Safe Harbor Cost Limit 
for Base Plan funding. The CAWG/RSC recommended granting Westar a waiver in accordance 
with the RSC approved new policy for the direct assignment portion for wind resources. This 
would approve 67% of the upgrade cost to be regionally funded and directly assign 33% to 
Westar.  Mr. Olsen asked the Board to approve the MOPC recommendation for the Westar 
waiver as outlined by the CAWG with no dollar cap.  Mr. Nick Brown moved to approve the 
recommendation and Mr. Julian Brix seconded the motion.  The Members Committee voted 
in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  

 
Tariff Language for Nebraska Entity Base Plan Funding 
Mr. Olsen provided background and Tariff language approved by the RTWG on October 23 to 
include the Nebraska entities in the Base Plan Funding (Revised Tariff Language – Attachment 9). 
He requested Board’s approval in order to file by November 1, 2008. Mr. Brix moved to approve 
the revised Tariff language and Ms. Phyllis Bernard seconded the motion.  The Members 
Committee voted in unanimous favor.  The motion passed.  
 

Mr. Olsen then provided the following informational items: 
 

• Cost Benefit Task Force:  Mr. Roy True (ACES) provided an overview of the cost benefit study.  All 
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analyses have indicated a benefit in excess of costs in all scenarios. 
 
• Market Working Group:  MOPC expects to have Tariff language for the December Board meeting 

for PRR 176 to clarify and enhance the requirements for Demand Response to participate in the 
SPP EIS Market. 

 
• Consolidated Balancing Authority Steering Committee:  The MOPC has directed the CBASC to 

determine if there are additional designs or proposals that would provide the benefits expected 
without future market steps and coordinate with MWG. 

 
• Regional Tariff Working Group: 

o Generation Queue Task Force 
o Delivery Point Addition Task Force 
o Proposal on 3rd Party Impacts: It was suggested to include suggestions in dealing with 3rd 

party (cross boarder) impacts to the FERC Docket on Transmission Barriers to Entry. 
 

• Wind Integration 
 
Mr. Stuart Solomon suggested that a process is needed to integrate new members into SPP similar to the 
process of bringing in the Nebraska entities. Mr. Stuart Solomon recommended that SPP staff, working 
through the Stakeholder process, develop a process for the integration of new members into SPP.  Mr. 
Brown indicated that Staff would develop such a process. 
 
Agenda Item 10 – Informational Items 

Human Resources Committee 
Ms. Phyllis Bernard provided the Human Resources Committee (HRC) Report.  The HRC met on October 
27 and discussed the following items:  self-funding for health care, status of retirement funds, SPP 
arranged financial help, and staffing for 2008 through 2010.  Ms. Bernard congratulated the Human 
Resources Department for training and development of new hires and continuing to maintain the SPP 
culture.   
 
Oversight Committee 
Mr. Josh Martin presented the Oversight Committee Report.  The Committee met in Chicago on June 25.  
The group discussed Market Monitoring Unit (MMU) recommendations for rule changes to the Market 
Working Group (MWG).  The Committee is pursuing a contract with Boston Pacific for External Market 
Advisor services for 2009.  They will develop an RFP for External Market Advisor services for 2010.  Mr. 
David Hodges (SPP) is helping conduct one day seminars immediately following the Regional Entity 
Compliance Workshops to provide information to members and registered entities regarding compliance, 
including best practices and samples.  The group’s next meeting is scheduled for December 8 in Dallas, 
the day prior to the Board of Directors meeting. 
 
Strategic Planning Committee 
Mr. Richard Spring provided the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) report.  The SPC discussed: 
 

• Consolidated Balancing Authority 
• Regulatory Updates 
• Transmission Owner/Construction Task Force (TOCTF) 
• GAO Audit Report 
• Draft Strategic Plan 

 
Mr. Spring thanked Mr. Mel Perkins for his work in chairing the TOCTF that determines how transmission 
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is built.  Seven principles proposed by the TOCTF are: 
1. Time Limitation 
2. Selection Process 
3. Qualification of a Party Selected to Construct 
4. Transmission Owners’ Continuing Obligations 
5. Revenue  Recovery 
6. Delay in Construction 
7. New Transmission Owners’ Rights 

 
The TOCTF has drafted a Concepts Paper which is expected to be presented to the Board in January for 
approval. 
 
Future Meetings 

The next Board of Directors/Members Committee meeting is December 9, 2008 in Dallas, TX.  The 
January 27, 2009 meeting is also scheduled in Dallas (Future Meetings – Attachment 9). 
 
Adjournment 
With no further business, Mr. Eckelberger thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 
2:30 p.m.  
 
Stacy Duckett, Corporate Secretary 
 
 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKETS AND OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
December 9, 2008 

Balanced Portfolio Compliance 
 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Regional Tariff Working Group: 

Dennis Reed, WR (Chair)  
David Brian, ETEC (Vice-Chair) 
Bill Dowling, Midwest Energy 
David Kays, OGE 
Robert Pennybaker, AEP 
Bary Warren, EDE 
Mitch Williams, WFEC 
Ron Gary, LAFA 
Mike Proctor, MoPSC 
Bernie Liu, Xcel 
Rob Janssen, Redbud 

Gene Anderson, OMPA 
Mark Foreman, Tenaska 
Mike Wise, Golden Spread 
Charles Locke, KCPL 
Steve Ferry, Sunflower 
Robert Shields, AECC 
Rob Bowser, KEPCo 
Angela Easton, Calpine  
Pat Bourne, SPP  
Gerrud Wallaert, SPP (Secretary) 
 

Background 
On August 15, 2008, SPP submitted amendments to its Open Access Transmission Tariff to establish a 
process for including a balanced portfolio of economic upgrades into the SPP Transmission Expansion 
Plan and paying for those upgrades through a regional postage stamp rate design. In addition, SPP 
proposed to amend the provisions relating to the treatment of upgrades that result in the deferral or 
displacement of other upgrades. SPP requested an effective date of October 17, 2008 for these Tariff 
modifications.  

On October 16, 2008, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission”) accepted SPP’s 
proposed tariff revisions for an effective date of October 17, 2008 with two required modifications.  

1) SPP to clarify and ”find that any specific costs that are incurred by transmission owners as a 
result of third-party impacts due to balanced portfolio economic upgrades should be included in 
the cost-benefit analysis” (SPP OATT, proposed Section IV.6(c)(iii) ”. (Emphasis added).  

2) SPP to file “provisions ensuring that system design software results needed for stakeholders to 
verify the application of the assumptions in creating the adjusted production cost-benefit metrics 
will be made available subject to the signing of confidentiality agreements or other needed 
arrangements to protect sensitive information.” 

The compliance filing is due within sixty days of the date of the order (October 16, 2008).  

Analysis 
In efforts to address the Commissions requirements, the RTWG modified Attachment O, Section 6 and 
Attachment J, Section IV.  

Specifically, Attachment O, Section 6 b.iv, c.iv, and c.v were added to address the issue of third party 
impacts. The added provisions will take into account 1) any potential third party impacts required to 
relieve congestion on a neighboring system, and 2) include all costs necessary to support the potential 
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Balanced Portfolio. Further, several modifications in Attachment J were required for consistency in 
handling third-party impacts and to ensure the proper allocation of costs if the costs of a third party project 
are included as part of a Balanced Portfolio.   

Attachment O, Section 6.f was added to address FERC’s requirement for SPP to make available the   
system design software results as consistent with reporting requirements described in Attachment O 
stating that the process used to select a Balanced Portfolio will follow the same posting rules as those 
used when studying reliability projects in Attachment O, Section X.  

Recommendation 
The MOPC recommends that the Board of Directors approve the Tariff changes. 
 
Approved: Regional Tariff Working Group November 24, 2008 

 12 For; Passed Unanimously  

 Markets and Operations Policy Committee December 1, 2008 

 1 Opposition – SWEPCo; 1 abstention – PSO OK 

Stated below is American Power Electric’s (SWEPCo) explanation for their “no” 
vote: 

(1)        There continue to be a large number of remaining issues/unknowns 
related to the handling of third party impacts.   These issues include such items 
as the handling of cost estimates, negotiations of agreements and investment 
costs associated with up front payments that may be required of third parties. 
 While is not uncommon for the tariff to include vague descriptions of activates 
which are then further detailed in business practices, in this case a considerable 
amount of development remains and there appears to be no plan in place to 
identify and address these outstanding issues.    
 
(2)        The impact unexpected costs or delays may place on transmission 
customers.   As I understand it, the Balanced Portfolio (BP) may defer some 
reliability (“Deferred Reliability Project”) projects which otherwise would be 
required to maintain or to provide new service to Transmission Customers.  If a 
BP facility is ultimately removed because of protracted or unsuccessful third party 
impact negotiations, it will then require a restatement of the previously Deferred 
Reliability Project.  It is unclear how the impact of the Deferred Reliability Project 
delay will be imposed on new and existing service to customers.   

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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ATTACHMENT J – DRAFT 07-08-08  
 

 
Recovery Of Costs Associated With New Facilities 

 
 
I. Direct Assignment Facilities 

Where a System Impact and/or Facilities Study indicates the need to construct 

Direct Assignment Facilities to accommodate a request for Transmission Service, the 

Transmission Customer shall be charged the full cost of such Direct Assignment 

Facilities.  Such costs shall be specified in a Service Agreement. 

II. Network Upgrades 

Where applicable the costs of completed Network Upgrades shall be allocated as 

specified in Sections III, and IV and V of this Attachment. The revenue requirements of 

Base Plan Upgrades and approved Balanced Portfolios will be recovered through Base 

Plan ChargesSchedule 11, subject to filing such rate or revenue requirements with the 

Commission, and where applicable Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs.  The revenue 

requirements for other Network Upgrades may be recovered by Transmission Owners 

through Schedules 7, 8, and 9 subject to their filing such rate or revenue requirements 

changes with the Commission, with such filings recognizing where appropriate base plan 

and/or Transmission Customer or Project Sponsor funding provided under Attachment J 

in such rates and revenue requirements. 

III. Base Plan Upgrades 

A single Base Plan Upgrade is comprised of any upgrade or group of upgrades 

required to be made to a single transmission circuit, where a transmission circuit is 

comprised of all elements load carrying between circuit breakers or the comparable 

switching devices. 

 A. Allocation of Base Plan Upgrade Costs 

1. If the cost of a Base Plan Upgrade is less than or equal to $100,000, the 

annual transmission revenue requirement associated with such Base Plan 

Upgrade shall be allocated to the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission 
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Revenue Requirement of the Zone in which the Base Plan Upgrade is 

located. 
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2. If the cost of a Base Plan Upgrade is greater than $100,000, then:  

 i. X% of the annual transmission revenue requirement associated 

with such Base Plan Upgrade shall be allocated to the Base Plan 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement and 

recovered through the Base Plan Region-wide Charge.  The initial 

value of X shall be 33%.   

ii. (100-X)% of the annual transmission revenue requirement 

associated with such Base Plan Upgrade shall be allocated to the 

Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement and 

recovered through the Base Plan Zonal Charge.  This portion of the 

annual transmission revenue requirement for each Base Plan 

Upgrade shall be allocated to the Base Plan Zonal Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement of specific Zones based on the 

Zones’ share of the incremental positive MW-mile benefits as 

computed in Section 4 of Attachment S to this Tariff.  Each Zone 

with a benefit of at least 10 MW-miles from a given Base Plan 

Upgrade shall be allocated a portion of the Base Plan Zonal 

Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement for such upgrade 

based on its incremental positive MW-mile benefit divided by the 

sum of the incremental positive MW-mile benefits for all of those 

Zones with a benefit of at least 10 MW-miles from the upgrade, 

provided that such allocation represents an engineering and 

construction cost of at least $100,000. 
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B. Conditions for Classifying Service Upgrades Associated with Designated 

Resources As Base Plan Upgrades 

If the cost of any Service Upgrade or group of Service Upgrades to a 

single transmission circuit associated with a new or changed Designated Resource 

is less than or equal to $100,000: (i) such upgrade(s) shall be classified as a Base 

Plan Upgrade; and (ii) the annual transmission revenue requirement associated 

with such upgrade(s) shall be allocated in accordance with Section III.A.1.   

Service Upgrades, with a cost that exceeds $100,000, associated with new 

or changed Designated Resources shall be classified as Base Plan Upgrades if all 

the following conditions apply: 

1. The Transmission Customer’s commitment to the Designated Resource 

has a duration of at least five years; 

2. In the first year the Designated Resource is planned to be used by the 

Transmission Customer, the accredited capacity of the Transmission 

Customer’s existing Designated Resources plus the lesser of: (a) the 

planned maximum net dependable capacity applicable to the Transmission 

Customer or (b) the requested capacity; shall not exceed 125% of the 

Transmission Customer’s projected system peak responsibility determined 

pursuant to SPP Criteria 2; and 

3. The cost of Service Upgrades associated with the new or changed 

Designated Resource is less than or equal to $180,000/MW times the 

lesser of: (a) the planned maximum net dependable capacity applicable to 

the Transmission Customer or (b) the requested capacity (the “Safe Harbor 

Cost Limit”). 
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The Transmission Customer must provide the Transmission Provider the 

information that the Transmission Provider deems necessary to verify that the 

new or changed Designated Resource meets conditions 1 and 2 above. 

 If an upgrade for a new or changed Designated Resource meets the 

requirements set forth in 1 and 2 above, the costs up to the $180,000/MW Safe 

Harbor Cost Limit will be classified as Base Plan Upgrade costs. 

 If the conditions set forth in 1 and 2 above are not met, and the 

Transmission Customer does not secure a waiver of the relevant condition(s), the 

costs of the upgrades will be directly assigned to the Transmission Customer.  If 

the costs of upgrades associated with a new or changed Designated Resource 

exceeds the Safe Harbor Cost Limit and the Transmission Customer does not 

secure a waiver of that limit, the costs of the upgrades in excess of the limit will 

be directly assigned to the Transmission Customer.  The Transmission Customer 

shall receive transmission revenue credits in accordance with Attachment Z2 to 

this Tariff for any such directly assigned costs. 

C. Waiver of Conditions for Classifying Service Upgrades Associated with 

Designated Resources As Base Plan Upgrades 

1. Waiver Process 

If one or more of the conditions in Section III.B. are not met, the 

Transmission Customer may seek a waiver from the Transmission 

Provider in order that the costs of the Service Upgrade that otherwise 

would be directly assigned to the Transmission Customer may be 

classified in whole or in part as Base Plan Upgrade costs.  
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If the conditions set forth in Section III.B.1. or III.B.2. of this 

Attachment are not met, the Transmission Customer must submit its 

request for a waiver to the Transmission Provider simultaneous with its 

request for long-term transmission service, submitted in accordance with 

Attachment Z1 to this Tariff, for the new or changed Designated 

Resource. 

Studies performed by the Transmission Provider as part of the 

Aggregate Transmission Service Study procedure, which is described in 

Attachment Z1, will determine whether the costs for Service Upgrades 

associated with a new or changed Designated Resource may exceed the 

Safe Harbor Cost Limit.  If the Transmission Provider determines that the 

costs for Service Upgrades associated with a new or changed Designated 

Resource may exceed the Safe Harbor Cost Limit, the Transmission 

Provider shall notify the affected Transmission Customer when the 

Transmission Provider posts the associated Facilities Study.  If the 

affected Transmission Customer intends to request a waiver regarding the 

costs in excess of the Safe Harbor Cost Limit, the Transmission Customer 

must submit to the Transmission Provider its request for a waiver within 

15 days of such notice.  

Following receipt of a request for a waiver, the Transmission 

Provider will review the request and make a determination on a non-

discriminatory basis of whether a waiver should be granted based upon 

consideration of the factors described in Section III.C.2. of this 

Attachment.  The Transmission Customer requesting the waiver shall be 

responsible for the reasonable costs of any studies that the Transmission 

Provider performs in 
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making its determination.  The Transmission Provider will provide a 

report and recommendation to the Markets and Operations Policy 

Committee for each requested waiver.  The Markets and Operations Policy 

Committee will consider the waiver request and the Transmission 

Provider’s report and recommendation, and will provide its own 

recommendation (along with the Transmission Provider’s report and 

recommendation) regarding each requested waiver to the SPP Board of 

Directors.  Barring unusual circumstances, a valid waiver request will be 

reviewed and submitted to the SPP Board of Directors within 120 days 

following the receipt of the waiver request. 

2. Factors to be Considered in Evaluating Waiver Requests 

Any waiver request submitted by a Transmission Customer 

pursuant to Section III.C.1. of this Attachment shall be evaluated based 

upon the following general factors, including but not limited to: 

i. There are insufficient competitive resource alternatives for one or 

more Transmission Customers. 

ii. In the event that the aggregate costs of a Service Upgrade 

associated with a new or changed Designated Resource exceed the 

Safe Harbor Cost Limit, (i) those costs up to the level of the Safe 

Harbor Cost Limit shall be classified as Base Plan Upgrade costs, 

and (ii) those costs that exceed the Safe Harbor Cost Limit may be 

classified in whole or in part as Base Plan Upgrade costs taking 

into account the extent to which the duration of the Transmission 

Customer’s commitment to the new or changed Designated 

Resource exceeds the five-year commitment period set forth in 

paragraph III.B.1. above. 
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iii. The five-year commitment period for the new or changed 

Designated Resource may be waived if: (i) the associated Service 

Upgrade costs are significantly less than the Safe Harbor Cost 

Limit; or (ii) the associated Service Upgrades provide benefits to 

other Transmission Customers that would offset in less than five 

years any costs allocated to them as a result of the upgrade being 

classified as a Base Plan Upgrade. 

iv. If a request for a waiver is received by the Transmission Provider 

based upon other circumstances, such waiver request shall also be 

considered pursuant to the waiver process described in Section 

III.C.1. of this Attachment. 

If the costs of the Service Upgrade(s) required for a new or changed 

Designated Resource are not eligible for classification as Base Plan 

Upgrade costs, the Transmission Customer may nevertheless request the 

construction of such upgrades.  In such event, the costs of such upgrades 

shall be allocated in accordance with Attachment Z1 to this Tariff. 

D. Review of Base Plan Allocation Methodology  

1. The Transmission Provider shall review the reasonableness of the regional 

allocation factor (X%) and the zonal allocation methodology at least once 

every five years.  The Transmission Provider and/or the Regional State 

Committee may initiate a review of the regional allocation factor and/or 

the zonal allocation methodology if either body determines that 

circumstances warrant.  Any change in the regional allocation factor 

and/or the zonal allocation methodology shall be filed with the 

Commission. 
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2. For each SPP Transmission Expansion Plan, the Transmission Provider 

shall calculate the cost allocation impacts of the Base Plan Upgrades to 

each Transmission Customer within the SPP Region.  The results will be 

reviewed for unintended consequences by the Regional Tariff Working 

Group and reported to the Markets and Operations Policy Committee and 

Regional State Committee. 

IV. Approved Balanced Portfolios  

One hundred percent (100%) of the annual transmission revenue requirement for 

an approved Balanced Portfolio shall be recovered through the Region-wide Charge.   

A. Reallocation of Zonal Revenue Requirements for Deficient Zone(s) 

For an approved Balanced Portfolio, the balance may have been achieved 

by transferring a portion of the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirement and/or the Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement 

(“Reallocated Revenue Requirements”) from the deficient Zone(s) to the 

Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement in 

accordance with Section IV.7.c of Attachment O to this Tariff. 

1. Implementation of Reallocated Revenue Requirements 

The initial reallocation of the Reallocated Revenue Requirements 

from the deficient Zone(s) to the Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement shall occur when at least 10% of the 

estimated levelized annual transmission revenue requirements for the 

approved Balanced Portfolio has been included in rates under the Tariff 

(the “Trigger Date”). 

On the Trigger Date and on the anniversary of the Trigger Date in 

each of the subsequent four years, 20% of the Reallocated Revenue 

Requirements required to balance the portfolio for the deficient Zone(s), 

as estimated in accordance with Section IV.7.c of Attachment O to this 

Tariff, shall be reallocated to the Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement.  However, if all the upgrades in the 
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approved Balanced Portfolio are completed and included in rates under the 

Tariff and the actual costs of any third party impacts identified under 

Section IV.6.c of Attachment O are determined prior to the fourth 

anniversary of the Trigger Date, the remaining Reallocated Revenue 

Requirements shall be reallocated and the true-up specified in Section 

IV.A.2 of this Attachment shall be performed.   

The reallocation of the Reallocated Revenue Requirements shall be 

from the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement of 

the deficient Zone(s) first, then, if necessary, from the Zonal Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement of the deficient Zone(s). 

2. Final Reallocation of Reallocated Revenue Requirements and True-up 

Upon the completion and inclusion in rates under the Tariff of all 

of the upgrades that are part of the approved Balanced Portfolio and the 

determination of the actual cost of any third party impacts attributable to 

the Balanced Portfolio under Section IV.6.c of Attachment O, the final 

amount of costs to be reallocated from the Reallocated Revenue 

Requirements for the deficient Zone(s) to the Balanced Portfolio Region-

wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement to balance the approved 

Balanced Portfolio shall be trued-up based on the applicable fixed charge 

rate and actual costs for each upgrade.  The final reallocation shall be 

performed using the same benefits estimated at the time the Balanced 

Portfolio was approved.   

Notwithstanding the foregoing, if the ten-year net present value of 

levelized annual transmission revenue requirements based on actual costs 

and third party impact costs under Section IV.6.c of Attachment O 

exceeds the ten-year net present value of estimated benefits for the entire 

approved Balanced Portfolio, then the reallocation for each Zone shall be 

set at a level that equates the benefit to cost ratio in each Zone to the trued-

up benefit to cost ratio for the approved Balanced Portfolio. 

B. Reconfiguration of an Approved Balanced Portfolio  
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 1. Conditions Under Which an Approved Balanced Portfolio may be 

Reconfigured  

Under certain conditions, the Transmission Provider shall review 

an approved Balanced Portfolio for unintended consequences and may 

recommend reconfiguring a previously approved Balanced Portfolio.  

Conditions that would initiate such review include but are not limited to: 

i. Cancellation of an upgrade that is part of an approved Balanced 

Portfolio; 

ii. Unanticipated decreases in benefits or increases in the costs of 

upgrades that are part of an approved Balanced Portfolio or 

increases in the costs of third party impacts under Section IV.6.c of 

Attachment O; and 

iii. Significant unanticipated changes in the transmission system. 

 2. Factors to be Considered in Determining Whether a Balanced 

Portfolio Should be Reconfigured 

Reconfiguration of a Balanced Portfolio shall be evaluated based 

upon the following general factors, including but not limited to, the impact 

of the reconfiguration on: 

i. Meeting the conditions for a Balanced Portfolio specified in 

Section IV.6.e of Attachment O to this Tariff; 

ii. The number of deficient Zones as defined in Section IV.7.a of 

Attachment O to this Tariff; 

iii. The amount of Reallocated Revenue Requirements that needs to be 

transferred from the deficient Zone(s) to the Balanced Portfolio 

Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement in order 

to balance the reconfigured portfolio; and 

iv. The increase in the overall cost of the reconfigured Balanced 

Portfolio, if upgrades are added to the portfolio. 

3. Reallocation of Reallocated Revenue Requirements 

If a reconfigured portfolio is to be balanced by transferring a 

portion of the Reallocated Revenue Requirements from the deficient 
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Zone(s) to the Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement, the reallocation of the revenue requirements 

specified in Section IV.A of this Attachment shall be adjusted based on 

the costs and benefits of the proposed reconfigured Balanced Portfolio as 

approved. 

4. Recommendation and Approval of a Reconfigured Balanced Portfolio  

Based on the analysis performed in accordance with Sections 

IV.B.1 through IV.B.3 of this Attachment, the Transmission Provider shall 

provide a report and make a recommendation in regard to reconfiguration 

of the Balanced Portfolio to the Markets and Operations Policy 

Committee.  The Markets and Operations Policy Committee shall consider 

the Transmission Provider’s report and recommendation, and shall provide 

its own recommendation (along with the Transmission Provider’s report 

and recommendation) to the SPP Board of Directors.  Based upon these 

recommendations, the SPP Board of Directors shall take action regarding 

reconfiguration of the Balanced Portfolio. 

V. Other Network Upgrades 

 A.  Sponsored Upgrades   

The portion or all of the cost of a Sponsored Upgrade shall be borne 

voluntarily by the Project Sponsors.  The Project Sponsors shall receive 

transmission revenue credits in accordance with Attachment Z2 to this Tariff. 

 B.  Service Upgrades   

The cost of a Service Upgrade shall be allocated in accordance with 

Attachment Z1 to this Tariff.  The Transmission Customer shall receive 

transmission revenue credits in accordance with Attachment Z2. 

 C.  Generation Interconnection Related Network Upgrades   

The cost of a generation interconnection related Network Upgrade shall be 

allocated in accordance with Attachment V to this Tariff.  The Interconnection 

Customer shall receive transmission revenue credits in accordance with 

Attachment V. 
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D. Zonal Reliability Upgrades 

1.  The cost of Zonal Reliability Upgrades (i) included in the 2005 SPP 

Transmission Expansion Plan and (ii) placed in service prior to January 1, 

2008 shall be allocated in accordance with Section III to this Attachment. 

2.   The cost of all other Zonal Reliability Upgrades shall be includable in the 

applicable Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

V. I.  Reserved 

VI. Reserved 

VII. Treatment of Upgrades that Permit Deferral or DisplacementAvoidance of Network 

UpgradesBase Plan Upgrades or Zonal Reliability Upgrades  

A.  Base Plan Avoided Revenue Requirement 

To the extent a Network Upgrade defers or displaces the need for a Base 

Plan Upgrade or Zonal Reliability Upgrade, the Transmission 

Provider shall calculate the Avoided Revenue Requirements that 

are achievable due to such upgrade.  The Avoided Revenue 

Requirements shall be capped at the original project costs for the 

approved Base Plan Upgrade or Zonal Reliability Upgrade which 

is deferred or displaced.  If such upgrade defers or displaces the 

need for a Base Plan Upgrade associated with a new or changed 

Designated Resources for which the costs exceed the Safe Harbor 

Cost Limit, the Avoided Revenue Requirements shall be capped at 

the Safe Harbor Cost Limit.    That portion of such an upgrade that 

defers or displaces the need for a Base Plan Upgrade or Zonal 

Reliability Upgrade shall be considered a Base Plan Upgrade or 

Zonal Reliability Upgrade, respectively, for the purposes of cost 

allocation to the extent of the Avoided Revenue Requirements. 

AB. Deferred Base Plan Upgrade or Zonal Reliability Upgrade 

In the case of a Base Plan Upgrade, an upgrade that is part of an approved 

Balanced Portfolio, or a Zonal Reliability Upgrade, or a Service Upgrade that may 
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be deferred (“Deferred Upgrade”) as a result of the a proposed Network Upgrade 

(“Deferred Upgrade”), the achievable AccreditedAvoided Revenue Requirements 

shall be equal to the time value of the affected Transmission Owner’s(s’) revenue 

requirement(s) for the Deferred Upgrade over the period of the deferral, 

calculated as follows: 
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1. A Transmission Owner’s annual revenue requirement for a Deferred 

Upgrade shall be determined using the same method as is used by the 

Transmission Owner to calculate its revenue requirement for transmission 

facilities for other purposes, but applying that method to the projected 

incremental investment in the Deferred Upgrade.   

2. The time value of the deferral shall be calculated by discounting to present 

value the accreditedavoided annual revenue requirements for each 

individual year in the deferral period and summing the resulting values.  

For each individual year in the deferral period, the time value of the 

deferral will be determined by discounting the annual revenue requirement 

for that year first from January 1 of that year and then from December 31 

of that year, summing the two resulting values, and dividing by two.  For 

any partial year encompassed by the deferral period, the time value of the 

deferral shall be calculated in the same manner as indicated in the 

immediately preceding sentence, except that the resulting value will be 

pro-rated based on the number of months in the partial year divided by 12.   

BC. Displaced Base Plan Upgrade or Zonal Reliability Upgrade 

In the case of a Base Plan Upgrade, an upgrade that is part of an approved 

Balanced Portfolio, or a Zonal Reliability Upgrade, or a Service Upgrade that may 

be displaced (“Displaced Upgrade”) as a result of thea proposed Network 

Upgrade (“Displaced Upgrade”), the achievable AccreditedAvoided Revenue 

Requirements shall be equal to the time value of the affected Transmission 

Owner’s(s’) revenue requirement(s) for the Displaced Upgrade over the expected 

service 

                                                   17 of 27



Southwest Power Pool Original Sheet No. 236 
FERC Electric Tariff  
Fifth Revised Volume No. 1 

Issued by: L. Patrick Bourne, Director 
Transmission and Regulatory Policy 
 

Issued on:   April 2, 2007 Effective:  February 1, 2007 
 
Filed to comply with order of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket Nos. ER06-451-009 
and ER06-1467-000, issued October 31, 2006, 117 FERC ¶ 61,139 (2006). 

life of the facility that is displaced.  The methodology for calculating the 

AccreditedAvoided Revenue Requirements shall be the same as set forth in 

Section VII.AB. of this Attachment, except that the expected service life of the 

facility shall be substituted for the deferral period in all instances.  

C.   Application of Accredited Revenue Requirements 

The Transmission Provider shall calculate the Accredited Revenue 

Requirements that are achievable due to a Deferred Upgrade or Displaced 

Upgrade.  The Accredited Revenue Requirements shall be based on the estimated 

project costs for the approved upgrade which is deferred or displaced.   

1. If a proposed Network Upgrade defers or displaces the need for a Base 

Plan Upgrade associated with a new or changed Designated Resources for 

which there are Directly Assigned Upgrade Costs, the Accredited Revenue 

Requirements related to Base Plan Upgrade charges shall only include the 

costs that are allocated to the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement and the Base Plan Region-wide Annual 

Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

2. If a proposed Network Upgrade defers or displaces the need for an 

upgrade that is part of an approved Balanced Portfolio, the Accredited 

Revenue Requirements related to Balanced Portfolio charges shall only 

include the costs that are allocated to the Balanced Portfolio Region-wide 

Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

3. If a proposed Network Upgrade defers or displaces the need for a Zonal 

Reliability Upgrade, the Accredited Revenue Requirements related to 

Zonal Reliability Upgrade charges shall only include the costs that are 

assigned to the Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement. 

4. If a proposed Network Upgrade defers or displaces the need for a Service 

Upgrade required to provide Long-Term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission 

Service, the Accredited Revenue Requirements related to the transmission 
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service charges shall only include the expected increase in revenue that 

can be distributed through Section II.C of Attachment L to this Tariff, for 

service under Schedule 7, as a result of displacement or deferral of the 

Service Upgrade. 

D. Assignment and RecoveryAllocation of AvoidedAccredited Revenue 

Requirements 

1. For a proposed Network Upgrade, other than an upgrade included in a 

Balanced Portfolio, that results in a Deferred Upgrade or Displaced 

Upgrade: 

i1. The entity responsible for paying the cost of the Network Upgrade 

shall be responsible for any positive difference between the present 

value of the total costs for its upgrade and the present value of the 

Accredited Revenue Requirements.   

ii. The Accredited Revenue Requirements of the deferred or displaced 

upgrades shall be recovered through charges specified in: 

a. The Avoided Revenue Requirements associated with a 

deferred or displaced Base Plan Upgrade shall be allocated 

Section III.A of this Attachmentas follows for deferred or 

displaced Base Plan Upgrades;: 

b. a.. X% of the Avoided Revenue Requirements shall be 

allocated to the Base Plan Region-wide Transmission 

Revenue Requirement and recovered through the Base Plan 

Region-wide Charge.  The initial value of X shall be 33%. 

b.. (100-X)% of the Avoided Revenue Requirements shall be 

allocated to the Base Plan Zonal Annual Transmission 

Revenue Requirement and recovered through the Base Plan 

Zonal Charge.  The portion of the Avoided Revenue 

Requirements which shall be allocated to the Base Plan 

Zonal Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement shall be 

allocated to the specific Zones that would have benefited 

from the Base Plan Upgrade project(s) that will be deferred 
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or displaced.  The zonal allocation of the Avoided Revenue 

Requirements shall be determined in accordance with 

Section III.A. of this Attachment and Section 4 of 

Attachment S to this Tariff. 
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2. The Avoided Revenue Requirements associated with a 

deferred or displaced Section IV of this Attachment for 

deferred or displaced upgrades associated with a Balanced 

Portfolio; 
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c. Zonal Reliability Upgrade shall be allocated in accordance 

with Section IV.D. of this Attachment for deferred or 

displaced Zonal Reliability Upgrades; and. 

d. Section V.B. of this Attachment for deferred or displaced 

Service Upgrades. 

3iii. The entity responsible for paying the cost of the Network Upgrade 

that defers or displaces a Base Plan Upgrade or Zonal Reliability 

Upgrade shall be responsible for the net of the present value of the 

total costs for its upgrade less the present value of the Avoided 

Revenue Requirements.  The calculationsmethod for determining 

the AvoidedAccredited Revenue Requirements shall be filed with 

the Commission by the Transmission Provider prior to the 

imposition of any charges or credits hereunder. 

  2. The costs of the upgrades included in an approved Balanced Portfolio that 

result in a Deferred Upgrade or Displaced Upgrade shall be included in the 

Balanced Portfolio Region-wide Annual Transmission Revenue 

Requirement and shall be recovered through the Region-wide Charge. 

i. The costs of a Network Upgrade that is deferred or displaced by 

the upgrades included in an approved Balanced Portfolio shall not 

be recovered through the original recovery mechanism for such 

upgrade. 

ii. In the evaluation of the benefits of the Balanced Portfolio as 

specified in Section IV.6.d of Attachment O to this Tariff, the 

Accredited Revenue Requirements associated with the deferred or 

displaced Base Plan Upgrade(s), Zonal Reliability Upgrade(s) and 

Service Upgrade(s) shall be treated as benefits to the Zones to 

which those Accredited Revenue Requirements are distributed or 

would have been otherwise assigned or recovered as specified in: 

a. Section III.A of this Attachment for deferred or displaced 

Base Plan Upgrades; 
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b. Section V.D of this Attachment for deferred or displaced 

Zonal Reliability Upgrades; and 

c. Section II.C of Attachment L for service under Schedule 7 

for deferred or displaced Service Upgrades. 

VIII. Uncompleted Network Upgrades 

The costs of Network Upgrades that are not completed through no fault of the 

Transmission Owner charged with construction of the upgrades shall be handled as 

follows: 

If a proposed Network Upgrade was accepted and approved by the Transmission 

Provider, the Transmission Provider shall develop a mechanism to recover such costs and 

distribute such revenue on a case by case basis.  Such recovery and distribution 

mechanism shall be filed with the Commission.  The Transmission Owner(s) that 

incurred the costs shall be reimbursed for those costs by the Transmission Provider.  

These costs shall include, but are not limited to: the costs associated with attempting to 

obtain all necessary approvals for the project, study costs,and studies and any 

construction costs. 

                                                   23 of 27



Southwest Power Pool  Original Sheet No. 300C.02 
FERC Electric Tariff  
Fifth Revised Volume No. 1 

Issued by: L. Patrick Bourne, Director 
Transmission and Regulatory Policy 
 

Issued on:   August 15, 2008 Effective:   

6) Evaluation of Potential Balanced Portfolios 
 

a) The Transmission Provider shall solicit input from stakeholders on combinations 
of potential economic upgrades to be evaluated as potential Balanced Portfolios. 

b) Each economic upgrade to be included in a potential Balanced Portfolio: 
i) Must include a 345 kV or higher voltage facility; 
ii) May include lower voltage transmission facilities needed to integrate the 
345 kV or higher facilities and achieve the benefits; however, the cost of the 
lower voltage transmission facilities cannot exceed the cost of the 345 kV or 
higher facilities included in the economic upgrade; and   
iii) An economic upgrade that includes lower voltage transmission facilities 
for which the cost of such facilities exceeds the cost of the 345 kV or higher 
facilities constituting the economic upgrade may be included in the evaluation 
of a potential Balanced Portfolio, if a Project Sponsor agrees to bear the 
portion of the cost of the lower voltage facilities that is in excess of the cost of 
the 345 kV or higher facilities. 
iv) Any potential third party upgrade required to relieve congestion on a 
neighboring system due to the construction of the potential Balanced 
Portfolio.  

c) The Transmission Provider shall determine for each Zone the net present value of 
the revenue requirements of each potential Balanced Portfolio as follows: 

i) The revenue requirements for each potential Balanced Portfolio shall be 
calculated as if all of the upgrades associated with the potential Balanced 
Portfolio are simultaneously available to the power system.  This 
requirement is for evaluation purposes only and shall not restrict the 
timing of the construction of individual upgrades within a Balanced 
Portfolio approved by the SPP Board of Directors. 

ii) Based on input from the Transmission Owners and other pertinent 
information, the Transmission Provider shall estimate the construction 
costs of each upgrade in the potential Balanced Portfolio.   

iii) For each upgrade in the potential Balanced Portfolio, the Transmission 
Provider shall use the transmission fixed charge rate(s) for the appropriate 
Transmission Owner(s) to estimate the revenue requirements.  In each 
annual planning cycle, the Transmission Owner shall supply its fixed 
charge rate to the Transmission Provider.   

iv) The fixed charge rate(s) shall take account of all costs necessary to support 
the upgrade in the potential Balanced Portfolio, including but not limited 
to, operation and maintenance expenses, depreciation, property and 
payroll taxes, income taxes, if applicable, return on investment and any 
other factors affecting the revenue requirement associated with the 
upgrade.  

v) The revenue requirements also shall include any specific costs that are 
projected to be incurred by the Transmission Provider or a Zone(s) as a 
result of third-party impacts due to one or more upgrades within a 
proposed Balanced Portfolio. 
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ivi) The revenue requirements for the potential Balanced Portfolio shall equal 

the sum of the revenue requirements of the upgrades that comprise the 
potential Balanced Portfolio.  

vii) The Transmission Provider shall estimate the cost for each Zone by 
allocating the revenue requirements for the potential Balanced Portfolio to 
each Zone based on its Region-wide Load Ratio Share forecasted over the 
ten year period analyzed. 
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vi) If any costs of an upgrade in the potential Balanced Portfolio will be borne 

by other funding mechanisms, such costs shall not be included in the 
determination of the net present value of the revenue requirements for the 
potential Balanced Portfolio. 

d) The Transmission Provider shall determine for each Zone the net present value of 
the benefits of each potential Balanced Portfolio as follows: 

i) The benefits from each potential Balanced Portfolio shall be calculated as 
if all of the upgrades associated with the potential Balanced Portfolio are 
simultaneously available to the power system.   

ii) The Transmission Provider shall use an adjusted production cost metric to 
analyze the benefits of the potential Balanced Portfolio, where adjusted 
production cost is the production cost minus revenues from sales plus cost 
of purchases.  As described in Section IV.8 of this Attachment O, the 
Transmission Provider shall continue to evaluate and explore with the 
stakeholders any additional metrics and criteria which have quantifiable 
economic effects.  

iii) The adjusted production cost benefit for each Zone shall equal the 
difference between the adjusted production cost with the potential 
Balanced Portfolio modeled and without the potential Balanced Portfolio 
modeled.   

iv) The Transmission Provider shall estimate the annual benefits for each 
Zone over the same ten-year period as used to determine the costs by 
calculating the annual benefits for at least three specific years in the ten-
year time period and interpolating the annual benefits for the remaining 
years.   

 
e) A potential Balanced Portfolio shall meet the following conditions:   

i) Cost Beneficial:  The sum of the benefits of the potential Balanced 
 Portfolio determined in Section IV.6.d must equal or exceed the sum of 
 the costs determined in Section IV.6.c; and  
ii) Balanced:  For each Zone, the sum of the benefits of the potential 
 Balanced Portfolio determined in Section IV.6.d must equal or exceed the 
 sum of the costs determined in Section IV.6.c.  Additionally, the balance 
 may be achieved through the provisions set forth in Section IV.7. 

 
f) In developing a For each potential Balanced Portfolio, the Transmission Provider 

shall timely publish a report, including but not limited to, the study input 
assumptions, the estimated costs of the upgrades included in the potential 
Balanced Portfolio, and the expected economic benefits of the upgradespotential 
Balanced Portfolio.  With regard to such report, the Transmission ProviderSPP 
shall comply with the information sharing and reporting requirements in Part X 
(Information Exchange) and Section IV(3) (High Priority Studies) of this 
Attachment O, including the requirements for treatment of confidential 
information.   
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7) Options for Achieving a Balanced Portfolio 

 
a) Section IV.7 of this Attachment O sets forth provisions to achieve a Balanced 

Portfolio when there are deficient Zones.  A deficient Zone is a Zone where the 
costs allocated to the Zone in Section IV.6.c exceed the benefits allocated to the 
Zone in Section IV.6.d, including any additional costs or benefits derived from 
the application of the provisions in this Section IV.7.
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2008 SPP Board of Directors Evaluation  

 
I am a: 

Response 
percent 

Response 
total 

 Member  50% 9 

 Board Member  50% 7 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 16 respondents     0 filtered;     2 skipped.  
 
The board has a full and common understanding of the roles and responsibilities of  
board. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

66.7% 
(12)  

33.3% 
(6)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
 
 

  Board members understand the organization's mission and services. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

72.2% 
(13)  

27.8% 
(5)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
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  The organization structure is clear (board, officers, committees, executive, and staff). 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

77.8% 
(14)  

22.2% 
(4)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
 
 
The board has clear goals and actions resulting from relevant and realistic strategic 
planning. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

38.9% 
(7)  

44.4% 
(8)  

16.7% 
(3)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
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The board attends to policy-related decisions that effectively guide operational activities 
of staff. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

11.1% 
(2)  

72.2% 
(13)  

16.7% 
(3)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
 
The board receives regular reports on finances/budgets, performance, and other 
important matters. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

5.6% 
(1)  

55.6% 
(10)  

38.9% 
(7)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
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  The board effectively represents the organization to the stakeholder community. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

5.6% 
(1)  

27.8% 
(5)  

50% 
(9)  

16.7% 
(3)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
 

  Board meetings facilitate focus and progress on important organizational matters. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

17.6% 
(3)  

70.6% 
(12)  

11.8% 
(2)  

 

17 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 17 respondents     0 filtered;     1 skipped.  
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The board regularly monitors and evaluates progress toward strategic goals and 
objectives. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

33.3% 
(6)  

50% 
(9)  

16.7% 
(3)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
 
The board regularly evaluates and provides development plans for the chief executive 
officer. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

23.5% 
(4)  

47.1% 
(8)  

29.4% 
(5)  

 

17 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 17 respondents     0 filtered;     1 skipped.  
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  Each member of the board is involved and interested in the board's work. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  
Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

55.6% 
(10)  

44.4% 
(8)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
 
 
The board considers the diverse positions of the membership in a non-discriminatory 
manner. 

View 
Strongly 
Disagree  Disagree  Neutral  Agree  

Strongly 
Agree  

Strongly Disagree   

Disagree   

Neutral   

Agree   

Strongly Agree   
 

Response 
total  

  
0% 
(0)  

0% 
(0)  

16.7% 
(3)  

44.4% 
(8)  

38.9% 
(7)  

 

18 

Total # of respondents 18.     Statistics based on 18 respondents     0 filtered;     0 skipped.  
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Please list three to five points on which the Board of Directors should focus attention in 2009. Please be 
as specific as possible in identifying these points. 
 
 

1. Organizational effectiveness  
 
Market Design  
 
Transmission infrastructure 

 
2. Aggregate study process must be improved. This item is essential to have an efficient transmission 

system. We cannot have a day 2 system without an improved transmission system. 
 

3. The role of SPP in selecting who will build future transmission. Maintaining focus on SPP's mission and 
value proposition - it has served us well and is bringing growth. Carefully oversee the additional markets 
as, while needed, their complexities and risks are great. 
 

4. Focus staff on fundamental responsibilities such as tariff admin and ag studies. Members don't know for 
months/years whether they can get T service or how much it might cost. Before focusing on new markets 
or activities, let's get the basics down.  
 
Constrain spending by prioritizing actions/initiatives. Economic upheaval leaves Members in tough 
financial situation and most if not all have pulled back on spending; SPP should do the same.  

 
5. Making the aggregate study process more effective.  

 
Evaluating the costs/benefits of moving to additional markets to insure that they are needed and wanted 
by the Members and will be worthwhile for both the Members and the region. 
 
That needed transmission facilities are finally added to the region.  

 
Insure that renewables (especially wind) are added to the grid in the SPP region in a cost-effective 
manner that does not negatively affect the reliable operation of the grid. 

 
6. The strategic importance of the Balanced Portfolio and the opportunity presented to relieve long-standing 

transmission constraints that have been plaguing SPP transmission customers and persistent constraints 
that have been plaguing the operation of the EIS Market that should be eliminated prior to the start of the 
Day Ahead and Ancillary Services Markets, such as the SPP-SPS Ties constraint and those constraints 
depressing EIS market prices in the Kansas City area, which prevents economic generation from 
operating in that region and reducing market prices for the rest of the SPP market footprint.  
 
The efficiency and effectiveness of the existing transmission system in delivering power. Aside from the 
issue of expansion, is the existing system delivering the most power that it can do so reliably? That is, 
has the RTO ensured that transmission line ratings are not too conservative in certain areas of the SPP 
footprint; are the RTO's systems for requesting and granting transmission service working effectively and 
efficiently; should another Attachment AA type of analysis be performed to see if there are any remaining 
low-cost, high-benefit upgrades to be performed, etc. ?  
 
Better coordination by SPP with non-utilities, such as IPPs and ITCs, as active participants in the 
regulatory processes within their states rather than solely focusing on coordination with the local utilities. 
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7. Implementation (including budgets and schedules) of CBA and proposed new markets - assume 
adequate buy-in from members/market participants.  
 
Long term strategy for assuring adequate and cost effective facilities to provide for anticipated growth of 
staff and most efficient operation.  
 
Development of both short and long-term strategies for most effective expansion of membership and 
footprint together with process to implement additions to membership that recognize needs of prospects, 
membership, staff and board.  
 
Participation in strategic plan development and ongoing tracking of all efforts against such plan.  
 
Discussions, other educational opportunities and on-site visits with members to fully understand their 
needs and priorities. 
 
Focus all efforts on maintaining our position as the most transparent, member focused and cost effective 
of all IRC members as recognized by members, federal and state regulators and the industry as a whole. 

 
8. The transmission service request process (aggregate studies) needs immediate repair to achieve shorter 

review time with a definite end to each study cycle. (It can't go on forever).  
 
SPP needs to take an active role to facilitate third party transmission issues that are identified in the 
aggregate studies. The transmission customer can't be left alone to deal with all seams issues with 
entities like Entergy. SPP needs to be more involved and use its stature/clout to expedite transmission 
service issues outside its footprint.  
 
SPP members need protection against non-members buying up all of the wind resources or wind power 
developers marketing all of these resources to loads outside of the SPP footprint when it is SPP members 
who will have to pay for new transmission upgrades to facilitate this market. When/if backbone 500/765 
kV transmission is built in SPP to facilitate delivery of wind resources to areas outside SPP, the 
membership of SPP needs some assurance that it can have access to some portion of these renewable 
resources.  
 
SPP should continue to lobby for federal (FERC),state, and executive (Obama,etc.)support to construct 
new transmission across the US. We commend Nick's efforts to get this going and support more of this in 
the future. Entities need federal and state authority to site lines and recover costs. 

 
9. Evolution of staff reporting; more improvement Implementation day ahead market translation of aggregate 

studies into TX projects 
 

10. Improve the process for transmission planning studies to make this process more effective and time 
sensitive for members;  
 
Advance the development of a consolidated balancing authority and support for the day ahead market.  
 
Move forward to support the implementation of the balanced portfolio  
 
Focus on better understanding implications and options related to the effective integration of wind into the 
supply portfolio.  
 
Focus on better understanding and supporting initiatives addressing the integration of demand response 
into the overall supply portfolio 

 
11. Continued policy focus on key strategic initiatives. 

  
Push to accelerate the pace of transmission expansion.  
 
Resolution with Regional Entity Trustees. 
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12. Benefit/Cost of future markets Benefit/Cost of transmission expansion plans 
 

13. Influencing public opinion about issues that are important to SPP and its members. 
 
Getting the ball rolling on a new campus for SPP.  
 
Efforts to get EHV into the SPP approval process.  
 
Getting CEO's of member companies apprised of SPP goals and progress toward those goals.  
 
Getting the planning and approval models for interconnection and for transmission projects to become 
timely and effective.  
 
Getting Texas to make decisions to use SPP effectively. 

 
14. The Board should remain focused on making sure that the SPP staff performs at a high level with respect 

to the basic functions expected of staff. Staff is doing well in some areas but is nonperforming in others. 
For example, staff needs to make regulatory filings in an accurate and timely manner. Currently, that is 
not the case. This is a core function of the SPP and it needs to be addressed immediately. Late and 
inaccurate filings are costing transmission owners substantial amounts of income. If we want transmission 
improvements made in the SPP footprint, and we do, then SPP can not be a hindrance to timely and 
accurate cost recovery. 

 
15. A real meaningful, well thought out plan for dealing with renewable energy, that includes regulation, lines, 

and timelines. Understand how the individual members making up SPP operate. We are all treated as if 
we are operating the same and that isn't practical. Try to understand that measuring success by 
successfully getting dollars included in member rate bases means nothing to cost of service utilities. 

 
16. A lot of progress has been made in the right directions. Recognize such improvements throughout the 

organization.  
 
Consider whether existing governance structures adequately address organizational needs and strategic 
goals.  
 
Be appropriately cautious about the financial future (esp. with regard to fixed capital costs). 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS EVALUATION RESULTS 

2008 
 

 Considerations 
1 

Strongly
Disagree

2 3 4 
5 

Strongly
Agree 

2008 
Results 

2008 
Avg 

2007
Avg 

2006 
Avg 

1 
The board has a full and common 
understanding of the roles and 
responsibilities of a board. 

   5-D 
5-M 

2-D 
4-M 

4.3 – D 
4.4 - M 4.3 4.2 3.9 

2 
Board members understand the 
organization's mission and 
services. 

   4-D 
7-M 

3-D 
2-M 

4.4-D 
4.2-M 4.3 4.0 3.5 

3 
The organization structure is 
clear (board, officers, 
committees, executive, and staff). 

   5-D 
7-M 

2-D 
2-M 

4.3-D 
4.2-M 4.2 4.3 3.7 

4 
The board has clear goals and 
actions resulting from relevant 
and realistic strategic planning. 

  1-D
5-M 

4-D 
3-M 

2-D 
1-M 

4.1-D 
3.6-M 3.8 3.4 3.3 

5 
The board attends to policy-
related decisions that effectively 
guide operational activities of 
staff. 

  1-M 4-D 
8-M 

3-D 
 

4.4-D 
3.9-M 4.1 3.6 3.5 

6 
The board receives regular 
reports on finances/budgets, 
performance, and other important 
matters. 

  1-M 3-M 
5-M 

4-D 
3-M 

4.6-D 
4.2-M 4.3 4.2 4.1 

7 
The board effectively represents 
the organization to the 
stakeholder community. 

  3-D 
2-M 

2-D 
6-M 

2-D 
1-M 

3.9-D 
3.9-M 3.8 4.0 3.5 

8 
Board meetings facilitate focus 
and progress on important 
organizational matters. 

  2-M 5-D 
6-M 

2-D 
 

4.3-D 
3.8-M 3.9 3.8 3.7 

9 
The board regularly monitors and 
evaluates progress toward 
strategic goals and objectives. 

  2-D 
2-M 

3-D 
6-M 

2-D 
1-M 

4.0-D 
3.9-M 3.8 3.8 3.3 

10 
The board regularly evaluates 
and provides development plans 
for the Chief Executive Officer. 

  1-D 
3-M 

2-D 
4-M 

4-D 
1-M 

4.4-D 
3.8-M 4.1 3.9 3.7 

11 
Each member of the board is 
involved and interested in the 
board's work. 

   2-D 
6-M 

5-D 
3-M 

4.7-D 
4.3-M 4.4 4.4 4.3 

12 
The board considers the diverse 
positions of the membership in a 
non-discriminatory manner. 

  2-M 2-D 
5-M 

5-D 
2-M 

4.7-D 
4.0-M 4.2 4.1 4.1 
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Executive Summary 
Southwest Power Pool has a distinct mission to help its members work together to keep 

the lights on … today and in the future. With this goal in mind SPP initiated a third 

customer satisfaction survey to assess the perception of its members and customers.  

While most of the 236 respondents are members (75%), customers and other’s 

perceptions are equally valid.  In addition, operations make up around one-forth of all 

respondents with a close percentage in engineering and legal.  While the average 

stakeholder interacts with SPP only a few times a year, the findings of this survey can 

be a valuable insight into the stakeholder’s perception of SPP’s performance on specific 

factors. 

 

The 2008 survey was sent to 696 stakeholders; 236 responded with a participating rate 

of 34%. The survey assesses the perception of members in the areas of importance of 

services, satisfaction with services, general customer satisfaction ratings, and 

communication.  The findings of this study have been analyzed with an emphasis on 

both the current perceptions and an examination of the trends for the past two to three 

years.  Trending data is particularly important given the growth of the organization in 

recent years. 

 

This survey produced two important outcomes:  First, perceptions of satisfaction with 

SPP services are above average for the organization and are trending higher than 2006 

and 2007.  There is, however, some variance in stakeholder’s perception of the 

importance of these services when compared to their satisfaction of these services – 

namely Transmission/Planning Studies and Interconnection Services.  The second 

outcome shows a clear strength in Customer Service.  Question items related to 

customer service assessed the staff’s ability to solve problems and support SPP’s 

members.  These scores were typically above average for the organization and have 

increased since 2007.   

 

The following report is a summary of both closed and open-ended questions with more 

detailed analysis on the quantitative items.  
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Chart 1: Relationship with Southwest Power Pool 
 
 

What type of relationship does your Organization 
have with SPP?

Member
75%

Other
11%

Regulatory
3%

Customer
11%

The majority (75%) of those surveyed identify themselves as a Member, while 11% 
identified themselves as Customer or Other. Only 3% of respondents are Regulatory 
stakeholders.  

n=236 
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Chart 2: Role Within Organization 
 
 

What is your role within your organization?

Operations
24.8%

Training
0.8%

Other
13.4%

Policy / Regulatory / 
Legal
13.4%

Executive 
(Director or Officer)

15.5%

Engineering
13.9%

Accounting / 
Finance / 

Settlements
10.9%

Compliance
           2.9%

Technical / IT
4.2%

One in four (25%) of those surveyed have a role within Operations, 15.5% as an 
Executive and roughly 14% in an Engineering, Policy/Regulatory/Legal, or Other role.   
 

n=238 
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Chart 3: Frequency of Interaction with SPP Services 
 

How often do you interact       
with the following SPP services?
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Rarely A few times per year Monthly Weekly Daily N/A
 

 
 
Respondents are more likely to interact with SPP services rarely or a few times per year. 
Respondents who interact on a monthly basis are involved in Meeting Planning/ 
Organization or Transmission Planning/Studies. Those who interact on a daily basis 
deal with SPP’s Energy Imbalance Service Market, Scheduling, or Reliability 
Coordination. A large number of respondents marked Not Applicable. 
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Chart 4: Importance of SPP Services 
 

Overall, how important are the SPP services to you? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
When respondents were asked about the importance of SPP services, the majority 
responded favorably. Favorable scores include a “4” or “5” response.  Neutral scores 
indicate a “3” response. Unfavorable scores include a “1” and “2” response. Not 
Applicable responses are not included. 
 
The most favorably perceived SPP services are Reliability Coordination (84% favorable), 
and Scheduling (79%).  Meeting/Planning and Training were the least favorable at 
around 62%.

62%

62%

66%

69%

71%

72%

74%

78%

79%

84%

25%

23%

17%

15%

17%

17%

17%

15%

10%

13%

14%

11%

10%

5%

7%

6%

26% 13%

11%

13%

Training

Meeting
Planning/Organization

Compliance Support

Settlements/Invoicing

Energy Imbalance Service
Market

Tariff Administration

Interconnection Service

Transmission
Planning/Studies

Scheduling

Reliability Coordination

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable

n=184 
x=4.47 

n=163 
x=4.28 

n=187 
x=4.14 

n=174 
x=4.06 

n=200 
x=4.33 

n=169 
x=4.01 

n=168 
x=4.10 

n=189 
x=3.97 

n=194 
x=3.86 

n=194 
x=3.82 
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Chart 5: Satisfaction with SPP Services 

 

Overall, how satisfied are you with SPP's provision of the 
following services? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Satisfaction scores were lower than the previous question. Favorable scores include a 
“4” or “5” response. Neutral scores indicate a “3” response. Unfavorable scores include 
a “1” and “2” response. Not Applicable responses are not included. 
 
The most favorable satisfaction ratings came from Meeting Planning/Organization 
(70%), and Scheduling (67%). The lowest satisfaction scores focused on Transmission 
Planning/Studies (47%), and Interconnection Services (47%).  

47%

47%

49%

56%

57%

61%

64%

65%

67%

70%

36%

39%

35%

31%

30%

30%

32%

28%

27%

17%

9%

9%

5%

3%

5%

4%

29%

12%

12%

25%Transmission
Planning/Studies

Interconnection Service

Tariff Administration

Settlements/Invoicing

Energy Imbalance Service
Market

Compliance Support

Training

Reliability Coordination
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x=3.88 

n=142 
x=3.81 
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x=3.56 

n=140 
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x=3.27 

n=162 
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Chart 6: Importance vs. Satisfaction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This matrix shows how satisfaction and importance are connected in terms of each SPP 
service offered.  Both Importance and Satisfaction are divided by mean score indicators 
starting with a mean score of 3.  Those services which fall closer to the upper right 
quadrant should be high priorities for SPP because they are of high importance and 
high satisfaction.   
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Chart 7: Interaction with SPP Staff/Service 
 

Please mark the SPP staff/service with which you 
have the most interaction.  

Compliance 
Support

7.1%

Compliance
           2.9%

Interconnection 
Service

7.5%

Energy Imbalance 
Service Market

12.1%

Reliability 
Coordination

14.2%

Settlements
/ Invoicing

10.5%

Tariff 
Administration

8.4%

Meeting Planning / 
Organization

5.4% Training
4.6%

Transmission 
Planning / Studies

24.3%

 
 
 
One in four respondents interacts with SPP’s Transmission Planning/Studies service. A 
smaller percentage of respondents interact with Reliability Coordination (14%), Energy 
Imbalance Service Market (12%), and Settlements/Invoicing (10.5%). 

n=239 
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Chart 8: Interaction with Other Organizations and/or 
Providers 
 
 

Do you interact with other Regional Transmission 
Organizations and/or transmission providers?

Yes
54%

No
46%

 
A little over half (54%) of the respondents said that they interacted with other Regional 
Transmission Organizations and/or transmission providers.  

n=240 
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Chart 9: Comparison with Other Organizations and/or 
Providers 
 

Overall, how does SPP compare with the Regional 
Transmission Organization/transmission provider with 

which you interact most often?

About the same
40%

Much 
worse

4%

Somewhat
 worse

8%

Much better
15%

Somewhat better
33%

 
Of the 157 survey respondents who interact with other organizations and providers, two 
in five rated SPP about the same, while almost half rated SPP somewhat better or much 
better than the other organizations with which the respondents interact.  

n=157 
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Chart 10: SPP Staff Ratings 

Based on your experience, please rate SPP staff's performance in 
the following areas: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Ratings of staff members shows an overall satisfaction rating (4 and 5) of 68%. The 
most favorable responses to this question related to staff members being responsive to 
needs, and providing accurate information.  It is important to note that very few 
respondents answered unfavorably to these questions (9% overall).  

 

 

62%

65%

68%

73%

75%

25%

21%

18%

17%

10%

9%

26%

8%

9%

12%SPP staff members resolve
problems to my satisfaction.

Overall, I am satisfied with
SPP's service.

Overall

SPP staff members provide
accurate information upon

request.

SPP staff members are
responsive to my needs.

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable
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Chart 11: Participation in SPP Committee, Working Group, or 
Task Force 

Do you participate in SPP committee, working group, 
or task force meetings?

Yes
69%

No
31%

 
 
Almost seven in ten (69%) of survey respondents indicate that they participate in SPP 
committee, working group, or task force meetings. 
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Chart 12: Service and Support of SPP Committee, Working 
Group, and Task Force 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Overall 75% of respondents answered favorably to participation in SPP committee, 
workgroup, and task force. The most favorable scores focused on meeting schedules 
and logistics, with materials being the least favorable aspect of this topic (67%).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

67%

75%

78%

81%

18%

15%

16%

6%

3%

25% 8%

6%

Meeting materials are well-
prepared and distributed in

a timely manner.

Overall

Meeting schedules and
logistics are communicated

in a timely and clear
manner.

Meeting facilities are
planned appropriately and

meet the needs of the
group.

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable
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Chart 13: Satisfaction Levels Between Relationship 
Demographics  
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 This chart shows the differences in satisfaction levels between relationship 
demographics.  While members constitute a clear majority of respondents, the customer 
groups held the most favorable views.   
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Chart 14: Satisfaction Trend Analysis -  2006-2008 
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Survey data suggests an increase in satisfaction since 2006.  The most significant gains 
were seen in the areas of Energy Imbalance Service, Reliability Coordination, and 
Transmission Planning/Studies. 
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Chart 15: SPP Staff’s Customer Service Performance Ratings 
by Relationship Demographic 
 

4.08

4.04
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3.5

4.08

3.92
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with SPP's service.

Other Regulatory Customer Member
 

 
 

The 2008 survey shows little difference in the mean scores between members and 
others in terms of customer satisfaction.  The “Other” group consistently marked more 
favorably, but to a minimal degree. 
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Chart 16: SPP Customer Service Performance Rating Trend 
Analysis - 2006-2008 
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Survey data suggests an increase in customer performance ratings since 2006.  The 
greatest gains were in the areas of staff member’s responsiveness, and providing 
accurate information.  Overall satisfaction trends show a marked increase in the mean 
score.  
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Chart 17: SPP Overall Customer Service Performance Rating 
Trend Analysis. 2005-2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Survey data suggests an increase in overall customer service ratings since 2005.  
These increases come in a greater number of favorable scores, and a decrease in 
unfavorable scores. Note: These scores do not include Not Applicable scores; therefore, the graphs 
do not add to 100%. 
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Chart 18: Service and Support of Committee, Workforce 
Group, and Task Force Meetings Trend Analysis 2006-2008 
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Survey data suggests an increase in perceptions about meetings since 2006.  The 
greatest gains were seen the areas of meeting materials and meeting planning.  

 

 



 22

Qualitative Analysis 
 
Three open-ended questions were asked to survey respondents. The questions are the 
same as 2007 questions and solicited a variety of responses from stakeholders. The 
comments are summarized below, but are listed verbatim in Appendix A.  
 
 
Q. Please list any characteristics of SPP with which you are SATISFIED. 
 
Of the 85 people who responded to this question, almost half commented about SPP’s 
excellent customer service. Words such as responsive, timeliness, friendly, professional 
and polite were commonly used.  
 

“Please be assured the SPP experience is one of witnessing competence, 
professionalism, politeness, and extremely thoughtful treatment of the needs of 
those in attendance in any function.” 

 
Relative to customer service, another consistent theme relates to SPP staff and 
leadership.   
 

“I feel very favorably with respect to the organizational leadership and culture, the 
quality of staff at various levels within the organization . . .” 
 

Finally, comments about SPP’s knowledge base and expertise were the third most 
common theme. The respondents pointed to a knowledgeable staff in general, as well 
as a specific knowledge relating to operational and industry issues.  
 

“SPP staff is knowledgeable about the issues and is responsive to those issues 
which there is not a known answer.” 
 
 
 

 
Q. Please list any characteristics of SPP with which you are DISSATISFIED. 
 
87 people responded to this question, with the most common theme surrounding SPP’s 
Transmission Service. The word transmission was mentioned over forty times. 
Stakeholders site the need for better transmission planning process. More specifically 
the transmission accounting billing detail; timeliness of transmission studies, requests, 
and approvals; and acquiring transmission service.  
 
Another common theme deals with the timeliness of making decisions. While SPP 
employees are responsive, as indicated in the previous question, decision-making 
regarding stakeholder requests was cited as slow and cumbersome. 
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Although respondents are pleased with SPP’s overall customer service, one respondent 
voiced a concern which summarizes the key dissatisfaction issues just mentioned. 

 
“Customer-focused – Sometimes this can be a weakness of SPP in my opinion. 
There are times I think SPP should simply make a decision on a rule or process. 
I am speaking of the times when an issue has been debated for months and 
months. I understand the stakeholder process is important but there are also 
times when SPP just needs to say this is how we are going to do it.” 

 
 
Q. Please share any remaining thoughts about your satisfaction with SPP.  
 
47 people responded to this question and comments were mixed, and therefore difficult 
to quantify. On one side, respondents praised SPP for making its services better for the 
stakeholders, while others suggested that SPP prioritize stakeholder requests with more 
of an economic balance.  
 

“SPP needs to focus its resources on the basic services SPP was established to 
supply.” 
 
“SPP needs to focus on the basics of reliability and market operations.”  
 
“SPP seems to be preoccupied with other efforts such as the ICT rather than 
performing the bread and butter functions it was designed to do. For example, 
Aggregate Studies and providing results for Transmission service requests have 
taken longer and longer.” 
 

As with the previous questions’ comments, many responses dealt with specific process 
improvement needs within SPP’s basic services. However, keep in mind that only 19% 
of total respondents wrote additional comments. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
Based on the outcomes of the 2008 survey, DecisionWise suggests that Southwest 

Power Pool focus on the following areas: 

 

1. Congratulate staff on overall increase in stakeholder satisfaction.  Share the 

results and recognize those employees who made significant contributions to 

these results. 

 

2. Examine Overall satisfaction with SPP services. 

• Data suggests a low rating on overall satisfaction with SPP Transmission 

Planning, Tariff, and Interconnection (below 50% favorable).   

• Further study on Transmission/Planning, Interconnection, and Tariff 

should be conducted via individual or group interviews to determine 

strategy to increase satisfaction with these services. 

• Determine the source of the dissatisfaction with these services as (a) 

personnel, (b) processes, or (c) financial or other resources.  

 

3. Examine and improve in decision making time.  This suggestion is based on 

qualitative data which shows a frequent theme of timeliness.  It is recommended 

that decisions that have a direct impact on staff are communicated thoroughly.  

Raising staff awareness of the decision making process can produce an 

increased perception of expediency.  

 

4. Integrate Stakeholder opinions into leadership development and performance 

management.  Ensure that leaders are held accountable for the level of 

satisfaction in their business units.   

 

5. Consider adding additional questions to next year’s survey which may include 

perceptions of senior leadership, growth and direction of the organization, and an 

assessment of new practices underway in the 2009 calendar year.  
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Appendix A: Comments 
 
Please list any characteristics of SPP with which you are SATISFIED. 
 

• Everyone is very responsive.  If I have to leave a voicemail or email, they do all 
they can to respond as quickly as possible. 

• Helpful, Polite, Knowledgable,wide experience base to draw from. Really like a 
lot of the training provided. There are some good people there and I enjoy 
interacting with them. 

• good customer service 
• Choose correct interpretation of DC tie dispute last year.. 
• Please be assured the SPP experience is one of witnessing competence, 

professionalism, politeness and extremely thoughtful treatment to the needs of 
those in attendance in any function. 

• All aspects of SPP's operations 
• Interaction with the compliance people has always been very cordial and been 

very pleasant. 
• EMS modeling folks are great and very responsive.   
• wish I had something to put here. 
• They have always been responsive to my questions. 
• Don Martin is incredibly responsive to my needs. He does a fanastic job of 

getting back to you with any needs you have. He may not always have the 
answers at his fingertips, but works to get you the answer and has never left me 
hanging wondering what needs to happen next. Don is fantastic! 

• Overall good communication including quality and timeliness.  Lorie Baily, Clint 
Savoy, and Jason Smith are very strong members of the SPP team who exude 
these qualities.  Yasser Bahbaz also unselfishly offered his time which we are 
gratefule for.   

• Notifications of ICCP outages. 
• Kind courteous staff. 
• Personnel are knowledgeable in all aspects of studies and information to be 

provided. 
• Your employees. 
• That the knowledge is present within the organization to solve problems. 
• Richard Dillon, Gerrud Wallaert, Casey Cathey, and Emily Davis are simply 

outstanding.  Carl Monroe needs to attend MWG and CBASC meetings. 
• customer service rep tries hard to get answers to questions 
• SPP is reasonable with respect to the manner in which they manage 

interconnection studies, but this could be due in part to the fact that the scope of 
the interconnection studies is inconsistent with the tariff, i.e., too limited 
compared to the tariff. 

• customer focused, good work ethic, honest, professional 
• Leadership & Trust  Member-driven decisions/outcomes  Conservative 

implementation approach (EIS market)  Leading-edge approach to cost allocation 
(Base-plan funding wind, Economic Portfolio)  Regional State Committee key role  
Excellent relationships with SPP leadership and staff       
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• The training staff works hard to provide members with updated information and 
support that is pertinent in meeting NERC Standards.    

• In general am satisfied with SPP.  Have several outstanding issues that seem to 
be dragging. 

• SPP is my reliability Coordinator.  Am very pleased with them. 
• Staff responsiveness to inquiries. 
• Employees are knowlegeable in their area 
• SPP does a good job on RC  
• Staff helps the best that their time allows.  Usually get answers in a timely 

fashion and with a clear explination.    Not really sure what "characteristics" you 
want. 

• SPP is responsive to member requests through the Working Groups and Task 
Forces. Meetings are well planned and material is sent out ahead of time to 
facilitate discussion. SPP staff is knowledgable about the issues and is 
responsive to those issues which there is not a known answer. 

• Conf. are well recieved and when the need arises most RC's are great to work 
with they help if they can 

• SPP listens to Stakeholder better than some other RTOs. 
• Regional black start drills are excellent 
• The people 
• The energy imbalance market prices seem in line with where my expectations 

would be.  
• Spp employees are hard working and very polite.  However, they are stretched to 

thin to provide accurate timely information 
• SPP meetings are well planned and the facilities are usually adequate. Some are 

above average, some just average, but overall, this is a good balance between 
quality and cost. 

• The faculty at the SPP has been great to work with. 
• Very pleased with management and office personnel that support real time 

activities. 
• Responsive, Communicative, Very Good Working Relationships.  Reserve 

sharing works very well.  Well run committees and working groups with highly 
qualified personnel. They are always open to input during real-time situations.  

• Stakeholder involvement is one of your strengths.  
• SPP staff are:   open to input, good listeners, concerned with customer service, & 

overall knowledgeable 
• I always receive a timely response from SPP staff. 
• Most of SPP's staff are responsive to my company's needs. 
• Planning and Scheduling of Transmission lines, communications and updated 

information 
• Coordination of operational issues, knowledge of operational criteria, knowledge 

of training requirements, expertise in conduction training drills and simulation 
training 

• Member involvement.  Board's desire to understand the business.   
• Some of the individual staff are the best I work with among RTOs.  It's frustrating 

that such good staff can be pulled together to form an organization that is so 
difficult to work with...     

• SPP is taking a proactive role in developing markets and an interstate 
transmission network. 
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• I like that SPP seeks member input. 
• Knowledgeable/skilled staff. Good participation of competent personnel of 

member companies.  Maintenance of a reasonably collegial atmosphere in 
working group participation.  Good leadership of member companies and staff in 
working groups.  

• Generally, SPP does a pretty good job of meeting my needs.  They tend to be 
responsive to operational issues on a timely basis. 

• Training Dept. Does a great job. 
• SPP RTO Transmission Expansion Planning Spring and Fall Summit 
• The training programs are a great help in getting the necessary CEHs to maintain 

NERC certification. 
• I have always found the the SPP staff is knowledgeable or become 

knowledgeable very quickly in the areas that they are responsible. The SPP 
processes are inclusive of all members who wish to participate 

• Training- teleconference classes and going to Conference in Little Rock. 
• Tariff adminisration and executive response to issues is excellent in SPP.  Also, 

compared to other regional organizations, SPP is well organized on its web site 
and in its overall structure.   

• customer service  settlements 
• 2006-2007 process, processing and staff communication of generation 

interconnection Feasibility, System Impact studies is better compared, for 
example, to PJM. Lengthening queues this year resulting from the avalanche of 
wind generation interconnection requests appears to be having an affect on the 
timely processing of generation interconnection requests.    

• Stake holder process seems to work well most of the time.   
• Training Dept. provides an excellent service 
• Staff is friendly and are percieved as wanting to help. 
• My interaction with the Settlements and invoicing personel is excelent. They are 

always respond to my needs very quickly. They go beyond their responsibilities 
to resolve any issues I have.  

• Very professional organization staffed with competent team members. 
• 1. Helpful from operators to our representative  2. Always get answers eventually 

that satisfy 
• None that I have found yet. 
• Technical know how and experties. 
• Typcially the meetings materials are prepared well 
• Providing information when and assistance when requested. 
• Staff is generally pleasant and cooperative when working with them directly. 
• SPP resources for ICCP and Network connectivity provide excellent support and 

assistance with trouble shooting all issues.  
• SPP has many good workers and they try very hard to please us. 
• The Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group has been very productive 

and should remian intact.  
• professionalism and dedication of staff 
• SPP is very well organized. SPP employees seem to execute assigned 

responsiblities in a timely and efficient manner.   
• communication and support (feedback) 
• Improvements in Transmission Studies and cost allocations have been beneficial. 
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• OMPA has been very pleased with the efforts of the EMS personnel who support 
the ICCP data links and provide information via these links.  They have been 
very good to work with! 

• The overall structure seems to work well enough.  Meetings are well run.  The 
staff is largely knowledgeable. 

• The vast majority of SPP staff care and they work hard to get the job done. 
• I am very satisfied with the functioning of virtually all areas within SPP.  I feel 

very favorably with respect to the organizational leadership and culture, the 
quality of the staff at various levels within the organization and the integrity of the 
operations.  The collaborative relationship with regulators is a key positive. 

• The SPP employees that I have contact with are very professional and respond 
fairly soon to an inquiry.  I work in the Transmission Planning area and have 
involvement in the STEP, aggregate study results and occassionally the 
interconnection process.  When we have asked SPP to attend joint planning 
meetings with wholesale customers they have always provided someone as well 
as state regulatory matters. 

• Staff is responsive to my needs and trys to accomodate them to the best of their 
abilities. 

• morale seems improved; large increases in staff seem to be integrating well into 
current operations.  the continuing cooperation with the RSC is exemplary. 

 
 
 
Please list any characteristics of SPP with which you are DISSATISFIED. 
 

• Acquiring transmission service 
• Tagging: 1 day a tag is good and the next day there will be someone else at the 

SPP desk and the will deny the tag. Really sucks when there is not enough time 
to make the correction. We need to do it one way all the time. I get busy and am 
trying to do my job when I have a tag that worked yesterday and will probably be 
ok next week but, not today when I am up to my neck in quicksand. 

• The real-time market information is not sufficient.  For example, the 5-min LIPs, 
binding constraints, and a LIP contour map are provided in other ISOs but SPP.  
This issue has been brought up to the SPP staff from time to time during the past 
two years and nothing has been done to address this basic need of participants.  
In addition, the information available in the SPP portal is difficult for users to 
create an automatic downloading process. 

• Length of time to resovlve Long Term Transmission Studies..Ability to discern 
ATC when determining whether or not service may be available in the future... 

• Restoration Drill Dates should be communciated in more places than on SPP's 
website.  They should be e-mailed to previous drill participants.  As much lead 
time as possbile.    SPP needs to be very clear about the limits and operating 
procedures being used when SOLs are involed.  I have seen instances where 
161 kV SOLs have basically been ignored with a very loose operating guide that 
did not have a lot of details.  Not knowing all the details, I don't know if there was 
a compliance issue involved, but I do want to see great improvements in this 
area. 

• Some of the Reliability Coordinators don't appear to be fully trained/experienced. 
A few of them are very difficult to work with and aren't very helpful. 
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• SPP staff need to assume more of a leader in technical discussions and in 
presenting their believes. 

• In all the meetings I've attended there was only one occasion that the materials 
were amended with short notice.  Other than that it is an excellent experience to 
participate with the SPP groups.   

• lack of communication about tariff changes to SPP participants 
• Seems like there is a lot of in fighting.  Perhaps not all are always on the same 

page.  
• I provide billing determinants to Dickie Hooton. The processes that Dickie uses 

for producing network billing is apparently manual, which introduces error into 
what is being billed. You need a new billing system for network billing that isn't so 
manual. 

• A two year study period for an aggregate study is more than inappropriate.  
Something must be done to change this.  Many deals are contingent on 
transmission service and there is far too much risk to take on without a clear 
outlook on transmission.   

• Getting answers to questions on market settlements.  Answers are often vague 
and passed along through multiple layers of SPP staff, leading to a loss of 
information/understanding along the way.  Data received from SPP seems to be 
incomplete or just plain missing.  Inability to see into all applicaple systems for 
shadow settlements purposes makes it extremely difficult/impossible to perform 
job functions.  RSS System, RTOSS, CAT Curtailments.  LIP updates are far too 
common with no clear steps toward reduction outlined.  Not having the ability to 
pull SLIPs off the portal makes updating MPs systems time consuming and 
challenging.  

• Interconnection Que process and timing of study completions, particularly 
feasiblity studies. 2. Communication initiated by SPP to notify and update 
Customer of present status and methodology changes for interconnection and 
transmission request process. 3. Ability (or lack thereof) for Interconnectio 
Customer to request transmission service through AFS process as done today. 4. 
Energy Imbalance Market and how it can be utilized by non-utility (or 
member)Market Particpant on level playing field with Utility members.  

• Waiting until the day before work is to be done before approving a request 
• While this survey appears to only address the SPP RTO, I am very concerned 

about the apparent inability of the ICT to get the weekly procurement process up 
and running.   

• I feel that you lack the one on one field personnel to help us keep up with the 
rapid changes and many improvements needed in our ever changing business.  
Every members needs are different, but we still service as a whole for our valued 
customers. 

• Working group mailing lists are not kept up to date. 
• Having to find the person to answer the question to solve the problems 
• SPP rarely distributes meeting material is a timely fashion that enables 

stakeholder review of material before meetings 
• The answers I receive by service rep process tend not to be on point to the 

question I needed answered.  
• SPP does not administer interconnection service consistent with its tariff and 

FERC Order 2003.  SPP inappropriately withholds NRIS within the SPP footprint.  
SPP attempts to convince its customers that the delivery service it offers under 
its Attachment Z meets the requirements of NRIS.  I have tried to discuss with 
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several levels of SPP's management why Attachment Z does not provide service 
that is equivalent with NRIS, but they are unwilling to consider the perspectives 
that are offered. 

• customer focused - sometimes this can be a weakness of SPP in my opinion.  
There are times I think SPP should simply make a decision on a rule or process.  
I am speaking of the times when an issue has been debated for months and 
months.  I understand the stakeholder process is important but there are also 
times when SPP just needs to say this is how we are going to do it.  

• We could use some better feedback on members' requests for Transmission 
accounting billing detail; Currently SPP cannot provide sufficient detail to properly 
check SPP invoices against a members' accounting.    Sometimes, even with all 
the meetings and activity, we can struggle with good communications with major 
decisions that directly affect the members (Nebraska addtions and their 
associated project cost allocations, or being clear enough about our intent and 
project schedule for the future markets). 

• Critical questions seem to go unanswered for long periods of time.  Have several 
outstanding at this time. 

• the current settlement files are cumbersome.  hopefully that will change with the 
new settlement system 

• The scheduling folks seem to have problems at times. 
• Timeliness of transmission studies.  Construction of meaningful transmission to 

reduce TLRs. 
• the multitude of data requests 
• SPP needs to focus its resources on the most critical items, including T planning 

studies/aggregate studies.  Resources seem to be allocated to other functions, 
including ENT and EON, and basic tasks seem to be delayed 

• Ag Study process.  PRR timeline from introduction to implementation. 
• Invoices need improvement.  Difficult to reconcile with the limited detail provided 

on the bills. 
• SPP seems to be preoccupied with other efforts such as the ICT rather than 

performing the bread and butter functions it was designed to do. For example, 
Aggregate Studies and providing results for Transmission service requests have 
taken longer and longer.  

• Sometimes it seems they (RC's) don't show much respect to the small companys 
but bow to the bigger ones. Some not all 

• Market operations effect on my ACE, and that Reliability side does not seem to 
know about it.  I don't know if generation has problems scheduling generation 
into the market or the market has problems administering the market 

• The very nature of this survey is poor.  Each available response (1 to 5) does not 
describe my opinion.  My point is that in many circumstances the service are 
good, but at other times the service are poor so the only response available to 
me is average (i.e. 3).  In most cases this would be deemed acceptable, however 
SPP is capable of performance way beyond average.  If SPP wishes to remain 
an average organization, continue to send out vague surveys like this.   Secondly, 
when SPP "makes a deal" with an outside entity and then brings it to the 
membership for approval on a very short timeline where is the "open 
collaborative process"? 

• SPP Portal screens could be set up better, so that all hours can be seen on one 
screen. SPP should also have a mechanism where generators can buy/sell MWs 
to the poor as price takers. 
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• The only area of SPP that I work with is Compliance. When I need information or 
assistance with an issue, the SPP Compliance contact is either not available or 
very slow to respond, if ever. 

• We have had numerous errors on many of our calculations and questions about 
data rarely get answered in a timely and logical way.  I have very little comfort in 
SPP Sox, internal controls, review processes, and common sense applications to 
large projects.  SPP has huge models that dump out data that results in revenue 
or expenses to members, without being able to describe or show examples of the 
black boxes.    Even though I am very disatisfied with the quality of the service, I 
am very appreciative of the hard work from your employees.  Tony Alexander 
and Lori Bailey truly try to give tier 1 service to me.  Unfortunately, they are so 
good at their jobs, that its difficult for them to handle all the request that we have 
for them. 

• SPP Cost Allocation process is extremely slow; the balanced portfolio approach 
was proposed at the April 2007 RSC meeting, but there still are no projects 
adopted in a balanced portfolio. 

• We are forced to submit Transmission Line outages well in advance of any work, 
but SPP doesn't always approve or disapprove them right away, and sometimes 
waits until one or two days before the work is to start to approve or disapprove 
the outage.  This causes a problem with scheduling work in the field.  We need to 
have an approval or disapproval withing 48 hours of when it is submitted to SPP. 

• Time needed to provide results of requests through aggegate study process 
continues to be problem.  I understand the task is difficult but the backed up 
system affects our ability to do our jobs. 

• The AFS process is severly flawed. 
• While SPP is very responsive, there seems to be a lack of Situational 

Awareness/Coordination with Neighboring RROs.  We are a border company 
interconnected with 4-RROs.  SPP seems to have difficulty assisting with the 
origin of loading issues on our system caused by plant or transmission outages, 
particularly in regard to the ICT or TVA regions.  Our operators often have to 
initiate their own inquiries with neighboring utilities or RROs to determine cause.  

• EIS market disputes have gone unresolved for months - still working on 
resolutions  2. SPP system performance is poor - too many unplanned outages.  
Much higher rates of failure than our experience in other markets.  3. Lack of 
coordination between departments at SPP.  4. Poor/lack of response from SPP 
client services. Many phone calls/VMs are not returned. 

• Customer service - knowledge and follow up is marginal    Sense of urgency 
could be greater 

• Some of SPP's staff are not responsive to my company's needs. 
• Failure to establish a seams agreement with Entergy 
• involvement of SPP planning and the coordination of members in responding to 

the proposed NERC planning standards 
• Communications between working groups and between organizational staff 

groups.   Regulatory filings are not done timely, nor are questions addressed in 
any reasonable timeline.  Aggregate study process takes way too long.  Staff at 
times seem to have their own agenda that they prefer to champion which may be 
different than that of the membership as a whole. (e.g. is the need to push 
through tariff language to consolidate aggregate studies instead of pushing 
through aggregate study language)  Too many representatives come to meetings 
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under prepared thereby dragging down the organizational effectiveness dealing 
with their lack of knowledge.   

• Timely distribution of meeting material still an issue.  its better than it was, but still 
not good enough. 

• Seem more concerned about fun projects than they are about getting basic 
functions working effectively/efficiently.      Need to make an effort to prioritize 
tasks so that those having the biggest beneficial impact to customers/members 
get the proper attention.  This is different from the "strategic plan."   

• SPP regulatory staff has repeatedly exhibited a level of non-performance that is 
unacceptable to its members and has put transmission cost recovery at risk for 
its members. 

• It sometimes appears that the EIS Market is the top priority. 
• Far too many meetings, conferences, etc take place in Little Rock. Some thought 

should be given to satellite office in other cities throughout the pool service area. 
Facilities in Kansas City, Oklahoma City, etc would be a much fairer option for 
many of the members. 

• In some instances, response to registration has been slow and requirements not 
well documented in protocols.  Staff does not always return calls. 

• I wish the SPP Staff could communicate a better understanding of the "Black-
Box" settlement process.  This would be beneficial to all members. 

• In some instances SPP has not responded to inquiries at all, and in other cases 
only did so after multiple requests.  It is often hard to get anyone on the phone.  
However, the area in which I am most dissatisfied is the settlements area.  We 
get no usable data upon which to estimate or reconcile revenues, and despite 
many attempts to have the revenue allocations explained to us we still aren't any 
closer than we've ever been.  This is a critical shortcoming, and until it is solved 
SPP will continue to get low marks from me. 

• SPP needs to refocus on the basics. Transmission Service requests are pushed 
back to a point where it is affecting energy delivery to customers, withc, frankly is 
unacceptable. SPP needs to find a way to deal with third party impacts, other 
screening tools to ensure a needed and respectable response time for 
transmission service requests.  

• Reliability Coordinators communication with Transmission Operators needs work.  
• Aggregate Study  Response to transmission service   
• The RC's do not seem to understand the transmission operators are doing their 

jobs to the best of their ability.  Disparaging remarks do not improve 
communication or increase performance.  The pool has also hired new people 
who seem to have no idea of how a transmission system works, rules and 
policies are fine but sometimes the real world doesn't work like the books say. 

• The overall transmission planning and cost allocation process is hard to follow.  
many projects seem to move in and out of BPF, balanced portfolio, and the EHV 
Overlay buckets, seemingly without explanation to the members or stakeholders 
in those projects.  I realize that circumstances change every time a new project is 
built but i need to see some consistency.  When my project is classified for a 
certain type of treatment (say balanced portfolio) I would like to see it stay there 
rather than be removed because another voltage may make sense in the future.   

• Resolution of uncommon requests 
• This characteristic applies universally to SPP as well as other RTOs, in particular 

PJM.  The constantly evolving/changing OATT procedures/regulations with 
respect to the generation interconnection process (deposits, timelines, etc.) and 
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rules for crediting of network upgrades make it difficult from a generation 
planning perspective to understand the commercial terms, scope, costs of 
generation interconnection and network upgrades.  This coupled with the 
excessive delays in the Aggregate Study process associated with the 
arrangement of network service is another problem.  This comment is not made 
lightly in that it is understood that the volume and variety of generation 
interconnection requests creates enormous challenges as well to plan the 
transmission infrastructure.  Industry as a whole needs to address this matter in 
view of the huge capital costs, risks and long timelines associated with 
development of generation and transmission infrastructure.  This is where long-
range planning comes in and SPP is to be commended for its efforts to develop 
long-range bulk transmission plans.  To be useful, however, to generation siting 
and planning, the plans need to be firmed up with hard dates for implementation. 

• I think we are adding too many employees assuming cost justification will follow.  
Also, I think SPP needs to more closely mirror its members; such as considering 
a new office complex when member companies are cutting back as the economy 
tightens.  I am also concerned about our desires to expand the SPP footprint and 
lack of stakeholder involvement in the process. 

• Staff does not respond in a timely manner.  This is especially true with FERC 
filings.  It takes SPP entirely too long to provide answer to questions raised. 

• There has been a lack of vision and true leadership within the SPP around 
anticipating  wind interconnection issues and preparing the organization for 
necessary changes.  This was a  reactive approach to managing the SPP.  Now 
that the interconnection issues are in a near crisis mode, the SPP has moved 
things in the right direction, but with no sense of urgency.  I do believe that the 
interconnection issues will be solved - the key problem in all of this appears to 
have been a bureaucratic lack of foresight. 

• N/A 
• The aggregate study process is terrible and needs major overhaul.  The process 

for obtaining short-term transmission service does not work well. SPP's Tariff's, 
protocolls and other documents are confusing and contain conflicting information.  

• SPP was not transparent and forthcoming to the existing members in sharing the 
terms of negotiations with the Nebraska companies and promises made. This 
has resulted in negative impacts on existing members.   

• SPP should consider establishing a meeting location that minimizes the travel 
costs for the majority of the membership. 

• When you attend working group meetings by phone you never have all of the 
handouts.  Often it is difficult to hear everyone.   

• Meetings sometime get off track and focus is lost. 
• There often seem to be gaps in communication between different areas in SPP. 
• Occasionally, it is difficult to contact SPP support when they are assigned to the 

DR facility. 
• -The different departments within SPP don't communicate very well among 

themselves and among the different working groups.  -The loadflow modeling 
process (STEP, MDWG, Ag. Studies) needs to be better defined and everyone 
needs to know what data is going into the models.  In my opinion the models are 
one of the most important tools that SPP has since millions of dollars of projects 
are based on them.  There is no room for errors in the models or the modeling 
process.  -Sometimes SPP Management does not support their own staff.  This 
is evident within some of the working groups.  -Sometimes the SPP tries to 
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bypass certain working groups or the proper channels when trying to push an 
agenda. 

• continual need for improvement in the  evaluation of performance and  of 
operating statistics and there  interpretation to members /directors.. 

• Market Operating System coordination with Hydro Generation Facilities and 
Pumped Storage Facility. 

• N/A 
• The process at SPP dealing with third party transmission upgrade requirements 

in Entergy that hold up requests for transmission service in SPP needs to be 
improved. 

• MOPC Agendas come out too late  Interconnection Studies take too long  There 
is no seams agmnt with Entergy  There is a lack of transparency in the SPP  
Calling into meetings is a disaster  The web site search function is all but useless 

• Backlog of their work means deadlines are missed. 
• Per a conversation with a person in the Billing area at SPP, the following 

comments were made. "I don't know, call the BA maybe they can explain. I just 
enter the numbers, I don't know if I entered the numbers in the correct place." 
This does not lead to members confidence that SPP bills correctly. When 
numbers are handled and billed the information should be understood.  

• I believe more attention needs to be given to the transmisison planning process- 
to make it more effective for our members. 

• Transmission studies take so long it is hard for a TO to get facilities built on time 
when the study process takes so long.  There should be more coordination on 
the STEP and SPP aggregate study process as it is my understanding they use 
different modeling processes. 

• there seems to be a tradition of staffing as lean as possible; but this could be a 
false economy -- leaving some targets unmet because of inadequate support 

 
 
 
Please share any remaining thoughts about your satisfaction with SPP. 
 

• SPP could get a lot better in understanding the operations of individual members 
of the organization versus the one size fits all approach. 

• The customer service is not reponsive at all.  It is much worse than that in PJM or 
MISO.  

• It's not only productive, and enjoyable to work with the SPP staff, they are 
knowledgeable and extremely likeable people.  Great personalities all. 

• I used NA to indicate the services "I" personally do not use.  This may not be the 
case for my company as a whole.      Reliability coordinators should be trained in 
dealing with people so that they can offer answers that are not commercially 
sensitive when available.  My experience with RCs in other areas has been 
mixed but, in general, RCs should be made aware of the information they cannot 
divulge and offer information that they can.     Charles Cates seems to be one of 
the more important members of the SPP planning team who should be 
recognized.  SPP should consider hiring or training others to have others with 
capabilities such as those Charles posseses. 

• Very good, keep up the good work. 
• My satisfaction would be better if Carl Monroe would attend MWG and CBASC 

meetings, and Richard Dillon would attend CBASC meetings. 
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• Overall I am satisfied with the service SPP provides. 
• Here is a proposal:  Develop a business plan approach for the work within the 

SPP.  High-level, goal oriented (measurable, achievable), initiative based, and 
time-lined (project managed).  This would contain a high-level scope of work both 
long-term (5-year) and short term (upcoming year).  Utilize some existing 
material from the Market Monitor status reports, Strategic Plan, MOPC activity 
and future Market Implementation goals.  This could be used as business tool 
that at would be reviewed on an on-going basis at the Board/Members meetings, 
RSC or possibly even briefly at the MOPC level. 

• My experiences with SPP staff have been very good, however, I would like to see 
more support for members in preparing for NERC compliance audits. 

• Overall I believe SPP is trying very hard to meet the needs of its customers.  
Policy issues seem to be the most frustrating to get answers.   

• SPP members are affected by the current credit crisis and many (if not all) are 
ratcheting back expenditures, especially capital.  SPP needs to be sensitive to 
this issue and seek opportunities to cut back on expenditures as well.  Further, 
capital drivers like new T put financial pressure on already challenged TOs. 

• I beleive SPP is doing well we just seem to keep biting off more new things 
before we finish the ones we have. 

• SPP needs to focus its resources on the basic services SPP was established to 
supply. For example, we have seen our transmission service requests pushed 
back to the point of affecting energy delivery to our customers. We have 
repeatedly looked to SPP for screening tools and progress on 3rd party impacts, 
although the problems remain.    SPP has grown in cost and headcount, due to 
increases in functionality as well as requests by stakeholders for more analysis 
and more information. As we move into uncertain economic times, we believe 
SPP should create a process by which stakeholders prioritize requests and can 
understand the additional cost of our requests. As we are being asked to cut 
back on expenditures within our companies, we look to SPP to also cut back 
expenditures.  

• overall very good in most if not all services 
• SPP needs to focus on the basics of reliability and market operations. 

Unfortunately, it's trying to do too much for too many people.  Why does it take so 
long to get firm transmission for a plant critical to system reliability?    Additionally 
SPP needs to focus on cost cutting and efficiency efforts going forward, just like 
the member companies are doing.  

• The people at SPP are pleasant to talk to. 
• Most of your staff know my thoughts about SPP's lack of timeliness, accuracy, 

and documentation and explanations of processes.  Many large errors in SPP 
calculations have impacted our revenues/expenses and decreased credibility in 
our recording of transaction to Income Statement and Cash flow Statements.    I 
am relatively new in transmission and still have much to learn and improve on 
contributing to the overall SPP-member partnership.  Many of our past struggles 
and frustrations have improved processes that will help us and other participants 
in the future.  I am proud to be associated with SPP and especially am grateful to 
your employees that work so hard to meet our needs.  With better processes, 
training, internal controls, documentation, and focusing on value added services, 
I feel confident we will continue to keep improving and be the most efficient RTO 
team in the market.    Feel free to call me anytime.    Respectfully,  Paul Prue  
816-654-1127 
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• SPP has become an obstacle to getting things done, rather than an enabler.  For 
example, the transmission service study queue is behind schedule.  The 
generation interconnection queue is behind schedule. Filing of SPP Tariff 
updates to change rates of transmission-owning members is behind schedule 
and repeatedly inaccurate. With regard to the inclusion of the Nebraska parties, 
SPP Staff did insufficient due-diligence regarding the substantial upgrades 
necessary on the Nebraska system, which will be, at least in part, regionally 
funded.  Staff was specifically asked this question, and there was no follow-up to 
the membership. Constantly increasing staff and the cost passed on to members 
is not progress.  SPP should be pursuing objectives that lower staffing 
requirements, not raise them. SPP Staff should listen to its members. Otherwise, 
the members will find other alternatives.  

• SPP needs to focus its resources on the basic services SPP was established to 
supply. For example, we have seen our transmission service requests pushed 
back to the point of affecting energy delivery to our customers. We have 
repeatedly looked to SPP for screening tools and progress on 3rd party impacts, 
although the problems remain.     SPP has grown in cost and headcount, due to 
increases in functionality as well as requests by stakeholders for more analysis 
and more information. As we move into uncertain economic times, we believe 
SPP should create a process by which stakeholders prioritize requests and can 
understand the additional cost of our requests. As we are being asked to cut 
back on expenditures within our companies, we look to SPP to also cut back 
expenditures.  

• Overall, I am satisfied. 
• I've been working with members of the SPP for almost 20 years and have 

watched the organization grow.  Even with the rapid growth, most of the folks 
there are responsive to requests and generally easy to work with. 

• Concern about moving into additional markets without having fully evaluated their 
impact on the Members' costs. 

• The experience level within SPP is improving which should address any current 
concerns. 

• SPP personnel in all departments are professional, communicative, and 
responsive to all situations.  They are willing to work with the BA System 
Operators as a team to resolve transmission issues.  I appreciate the excellent 
working relationship between our organizations. 

• The long delays for feasibilty studies are very expensive for a developer.  I hope 
that SPP will design a way to cluster the studies in order to expedite the process.  
Thank you. 

• Other members of my organization probably have more dealings with SPP such 
as Stacy Martin or BJ Mizell. 

• Most staff members are willing to take phone calls, discuss issues and provide 
responses to non-controversial issues quickly. 

• This survey seems to be of very little use.  While this is likely to be refuted upon 
review, it seems to simply provide an opportunity for SPP to "spin" critique 
received in the survey.     It seems some of the bad practices of the SPP have 
contaminated some of the good practices forerly, before the ICT, in place by 
Entergy.   

• SPP has provides real benefits to its members through tariff administration, 
compliance monitoring, and operation of the EIS Market.  Seams issues are a 
major obstacle to many members operating in the most economical manner, and 
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it sometimes feels that SPP negotiates with these entities with a soft touch often 
to the Members detriment. 

• SPP needs to prioritize its activities. Suggest the development of a process by 
which the stakeholders requests are prioritized and incremental requests 
assocaited with incremental costs --- and what other activities get delayed. As 
the stakeholders themselves are asked to cut back on expenses, SPP must do 
similar and/or create a clear value proposition  

• SPP has a multitude of challenges but we would really like to see more 
transmission built and streamlining studies and getting answers on transmission 
questions is extremely critical to this process. 

• SPP would greatly improve their performance if they would accept the fact that 
everyone has the best interest of the system as a top priority.  They (SPP) are 
not gods and it is time the stop acting as such. 

• SPP management and staff approach their function in a professional manner and 
that is appreciated.  Transmission Summits are well executed and SPP does 
appear to be interested in reflecting input/suggestions from Stakeholders.  For 
those involved in commercial activities, it would be beneficial if the OATT could 
provide examples of how the transmission credit formula is applied to an 
interconnection so that real cash flows and budgets reflective of the OATT can 
be developed. 

• SPP training and schedule services seem to improve every year and are very 
valuable 

• Transmission Owner revenue accounting is very sloppy.  It is extremely difficult 
to identify areas where revenues variy due to diverting them to construction 
projects or for other reasons.  A TO should be able to easily determine whether 
or not they are recieving the correct revenues.  This department need to greatly 
improve they system for tracking. 

• N/A 
• SPP need to be more transmparent and forthcoming   in providing information 

and terms of negotiations with potential new members. What SPP promised to 
new members?   2.  SPP must look at the positive and negative impact of adding 
new members on existing members.  3. SPP need to prioritize reliability and 
economic transmission projects in light of recent economic slow down and the 
credit crunch that members are facing.  4. How SPP can help the existing 
members in riding through the recent credit crunch and recession.  

• SPP should continue to advocate for a timely and efficient evolution of the EIS 
market to a more robust alternative. 

• As we are just joining the SPP Market it has been a interesting time already with 
understanding the differences between SPP and MAPP/MISO. Also 
understanding the EIS Market is still on going and have a ways to go for me. 

• Please accept my Thanks for all of the   assistance you have provided this year. 
• very impressed with their management of organizational growth  during this 

period and of their maintenavce of a unique and well serving culture...a 
enthusiastic "well done" to all ! 

• It would be helpfull if SPP provided an email notice of FERC filings when they are 
made in a way similar to what MISO does. 

• Wish there were web based training available 
• Overall I believe that through the limited interaction that I have via my role SPP is 

attempting to make dealing with the market and its various services better for the 
stakeholders. 
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• SPP filing testimony at transmission siting hearings has been very helpful. 
• SPP should not underestimate its strengths, which are considerable; and should 

joint venture with other organizations to the extent that it benefits SPP's interests. 
• I attended the SPP fall summit this year and plan on attending more meetings.  

The meeting was very informative.  Thanks 
 



Meeting Costs for SPP Organizational Group Self-Assessments
August 2007 - July 2008

Group In-Person Meetings Teleconference Meetings Meeting Costs
Board of Directors 5 1 $157,036.68
Corporate Governance Committee 3 2 $10,237.06
Finance Committee 4 2 $27,641.52
Human Resources Committee 4 1 $19,421.24
Oversight Committee 4 0 $28,250.90
Strategic Planning Committee 4 0 $35,051.97
Markets and Operations Policy Committee 6 0 $84,457.26

Business Practices Working Group 2 5 $1,836.86
Change Working Group 4 0 $6,927.51
Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 5 1 $240.00
Generation Working Group 0 5 $160.73
Market Working Group 12 11 $19,131.16
Model Development Working Group 2 4 $7,589.62
Operating Reliability Working Group 6 1 $4,705.60
Operation Model Development Working Group 1 0 $127.48
Operations Data Working Group 0 0 $0.00
Operations Training Working Group 4 9 $338.06
Regional Tariff Working Group 12 15 $20,301.27
System Protection and Control Working Group 2 2 $2,798.18
Transmission Working Group 5 7 $27,396.70

Regional Entity Trustees 4 1 $47,247.41

TOTAL $500,897.21



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME: Board of Directors/Members Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  See Bylaws 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Eckelberger, Jim Director N/A 6 0 
Skilton, Harry I. Director N/A 6 0 

Altenbaumer, Larry Director N/A 6 0 
Bernard, Phyllis E. Director N/A 6 0 

* Brix, Julian Director N/A 2/2 0 
Brown, Nick Director N/A 6 0 

*Jackson, Quentin Director N/A 3/4 1 
Martin, Josh Director N/A 6 0 

*Dawson, Roland Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority Municipals 3/3 0 

Easley, Kevin Grand River Dam Authority State Agencies 2 4 

Harper, Trudy Tenaska Power Services Co Independent Power 
Producer 6 0 

*Harrison, Kelly Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned 1/3 2 
(2 Proxies) 

*Holman, Cindy Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority Municipals 3/3 0 

Janssen, Rob Redbud Independent Power 
Producer 6 0 

Knottek, Jeff City Utilities, 
Springfield, MO Municipals 5 1 

(1Proxy) 

Parr, Steve Kansas Electric Power 
Cooperative Cooperative 6 0 

Perkins, Mel OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned 5 1 
(1Proxy) 

Roulet, Gary Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative Investor-Owned 4 2 

(1 Proxy) 

Solomon, Stuart Public Service Company of 
Oklahoma Investor-Owned 5 1 

(1Proxy) 

Spring, Richard Kansas City Power & Light 
Company Investor-Owned 5 1 

(1Proxy) 

* Stuchlik, Tom Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned 2/3 1 
(1 Proxies) 

Tyler, Richard M. Northeast Texas 
Electric Cooperative Cooperative 1 5 

(3 Proxies) 

Voigt, Gary Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corporation Cooperative 3 3 

(2 Proxies) 
Wolfinger, Rick Constellation Power Source Marketer 5 1 
Duckett, Stacy SPP Staff  6   0 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Non-Trans/Owners 

7 7 



 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
5 3 2 1 3    

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 64 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:  5  Teleconference:  1 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 4:24 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:   35 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $157, 036.68  
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Approvals for tariff revisions for transmission expansion funding. 
2. Approvals for enhanced regional transmission planning. 
3. Additional approvals for implementation of the Regional Entity function. 
 

MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Transmission expansion. 
2. New market services development. 
3. Evolution of US energy policy. 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Directors fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME: Corporate Governance Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y – N  
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Brown, Nick Chairman SPP 5 0 

*Dawson, Roland Oklahoma Municipal 
Power Authority Municipals 1/1 0 

Easley, Kevin Grand River Dam 
Authority State Agencies 3 2 

Eckelberger, Jim Director N/A 5 0 

*Holman, Cindy Oklahoma Municipal 
Power Authority Municipals 4/4 0 

Janssen, Rob Redbud Independent Power 
Producer 4 1 

(1 Proxy) 

Parr, Steve Kansas Electric Power 
Cooperative Cooperatives 5 0 

Perkins, Melvin OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned 5 0 
Duckett, Stacy Staff SPP 5 0 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Non-Trans/Owner 

2 3 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

1 1 1 1 1    
 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 9 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live: 3  Teleconference:  2 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 2:55 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  12 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $10,237.06  
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Bylaws revisions for implementation of the Regional Entity function. 
2. Bylaws revisions under review based on feedback from the Chairs/Secretaries workshop. 
3. Selection of Julian Brix for nomination to the Board of Directors. 
4. Re-nomination of directors and representatives of the Members Committee to the 

membership. 



 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Bylaws revisions under review based on feedback from the Chairs/Secretaries workshop. 
2. Bylaws revisions on election procedures for directors and representatives of the Members 

Committee. 
3. Membership Agreement revisions to consider as a result of the Nebraska entities joining 

SPP. 
4. Annual survey and review process. 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Directors fees for attendance. 

 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME: Finance Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Yes  
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Skilton, Harry I. Chairman N/A 6 0 

Altenbaumer, Larry Director N/A 6 0 

Harper, Trudy Tenaska Power Services 
Co. 

Independent Power 
Producer 6 0 

Harrison, Kelly Westar Energy, Inc Investor-Owned 3 3 
(3 proxies) 

Sartin, David American Electric 
Power Investor-Owned 4 2 

(0 proxies) 

Voigt, Gary Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporation Cooperatives 6 0 

Dunn, Tom SPP  5 1 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Non-Trans/Owners 

2 2 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

2 1   1    
 

AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):  12 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:  4  Teleconference:  2 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 3:42 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  16 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $27,641.52 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Reviewed and approved refund of “working capital” to SPP’s members… 
2. Continued evolution of SPP’s SAS70 audit program by engaging 12 month audits 
3. Focus on credit standards for tariff customers results in implementation of 5 day 

cure period for transmission service defaults 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Implementation of enterprise-wide risk management program 
2. Strategic review of SPP’s longer-term facility requirements 
3. Oversight of SPP capital funding practices in light of future market initiatives 



4. Ongoing review of SPP’s tariff liability provisions and relationship to liabilities 
incurred via providing services under contract to various utilities 

5. Monitoring of EIS market meter data submission statistics and resulting credit 
exposure placed on market participants 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Directors fees for attendance. 
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SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
 

 
GROUP NAME: Human Resources Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Yes 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
*Jackson, Quentin Chairman N/A 2/2 0 

*Altenbaumer, Larry Director N/A 1/1 0 
Bernard, Phyllis E. Director N/A 5 0 

*Dawson, Harry Oklahoma Municipal 
Power Authority Municipals 2/2 0 

*Dorsey, Darrell Board of Public Utilities, 
Kansas City, KS Municipals 2/2 0 

Harper, Trudy Tenaska Power Services 
Co. 

Independent Power 
Producer 5 0 

Palmer, Mike The Empire District 
Electric Company Investor-Owned 4 1 

Spring, Richard Kansas City Power & 
Light Company Investor-Owned 2 3 

Dunn, Tom SPP  5 0 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Non-Trans/Owners 

2 2 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

2  1  1    
 

AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):   9 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live: 4  Teleconference: 1 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 4:40 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  14 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $19,421.24 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Led development of supplemental retirement plan for specific employees who are 
unable to receive full retirement benefits under SPP’s traditional pension plan 
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2. Updated SPP’s traditional pension plan documentation to conform with current 
regulations 

3. Modified SPP’s 401(k) plan to adopt safe harbor provisions which ensure all 
participants are able to participate fully in the plan 

4. With input from member representatives to the Committee monitored SPP policies 
and practices concerning:  employee hiring, training and development, evaluation, 
discharge, and compensation.  Focused particularly on how to integrate a large 
influx of new hires while retaining SPP’s corporate culture. 

5. Reviewed decision making regarding compensation, merit and incentive pay, in line 
with membership norms, to advise the Members Committee and SPP Board. 

6. Monitored policies and practices concerning employee welfare:  health, safety, and 
equal opportunity. 

7. Analyzed benefits portfolios and services to achieve appropriate fit between 
resources, incentives and industry norms. 

 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Managing healthcare costs to provide the best program for SPP employees while 
minimizing costs and fostering a corporate wellness attitude 

2. Ongoing review of SPP benefit programs to maintain relevance in the employment 
marketplace. 

 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Oversight Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company # Present # Absent 
Martin, Josh  Director 4 0 

Bernard, Phyllis E. Director 4 0 
*Brix, Julian Director 1/1 0 

*Jackson, Quentin Director 2/2 0 
Duckett, Stacy Staff 4 0 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Non-Trans/Owners 

NA NA 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
NA NA NA NA NA    

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 8 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:  4 Teleconference:  0 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 3:20 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  8 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $28,250.90 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Transition into more oversight of SPP’s internal compliance. 
2. Oversight of MMU and EMA for benefits analysis. 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. External Market Advisor plan/support for 2009. 
2. Continued monitoring of SPP’s compliance. 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

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

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 

Spring, Richard Kansas City Power & 
Light Company Investor-Owned 3 1 

Bittle, Ricky Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporation Cooperatives 4 0 

*Easley, Kevin Grand River Dam 
Authority  State Agency 1/2 1 

Eckelberger, Jim Director N/A 4 0 

 Evans, Les Kansas Electric Power 
Cooperative Cooperatives 4 0 

Janssen, Rob Redbud Independent Power 
Producer 4 0 

Martin, Josh Director N/A 3 1 

Palmer, Mike The Empire District 
Electric Company Investor-Owned 4 0 

Perkins, Melvin OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned 4 0 
Skilton, Harry I. Independent Director N/A 3 1 

*Wise, Mike Golden Spread Electric Cooperatives 1/2 1 
Wooley, Tim Xcel Energy Investor-Owned 4 0 

Desselle, Michael Staff, Secretary   4 0 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Non-Trans/Owners Directors 

4* 4 3 
*Representation was balanced after January 2008 meeting when Mike Wise replaced Kevin 
Easley. 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

4 3   1    
 

AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 21 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live: 4    Teleconference: 0 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 6:00 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  5 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $35,051.97 



 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Finalized and Implemented Communication/Education outreach program. 
2. Enhanced and Updated Strategic Plan with a 5-10 year horizon. 
3. Monitored emerging FERC policy initiatives and provided strategic direction in response 

to those initiatives. 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Continue to monitor the progress of Organization’s strategic plan implementation. 
2. Continue to monitored emerging FERC policy initiatives and provide strategic direction. 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Markets & Operations Policy Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y - N 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Adam, Bob Board of Public Utilities (Kansas 

City, KS) 
Municipals 5 1 

Ashley, Kristy Exelon Power Team Investor-Owned 1 5 
(4 Proxies) 

Bell, Jeff Williams Power Company, Inc. Marketers 0 6 
Bittle, Ricky Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives 5 1 (Proxy) 
Brown, Jeffrey Coral Power LLC Marketers 0 6 

(2 Proxies) 
Coco, Gregory Cleco Power Investor-Owned 1 5 
Corneli, Steve NRG Power Marketing, Inc. Marketers 0 6 
Cox, Jason Dynegy Power Marketing, Inc. Marketers 0 6 
Derichsweiler, Alan Western Farmers Electric Coop. Cooperatives 4 2 
Dowling, Bill Midwest Energy, Inc. Cooperatives 5 1 
Due, Anthony Grand River Dam Authority State Agency 2 4 

(1 Proxy) 
Easley, Stephen Kansas City Power & Light Co. Investor-Owned 0 6  

(6 Proxies) 
Evans, Les Kansas Electric Power Corp. Cooperatives 6 0 
Ferry, Steve Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperatives 6 0 
Gary, Ronald Lafayette Utilities System Municipals 2 4 

(3 Proxies) 
Grant, William Southwestern Public Service Investor-Owned 4 2 

(2 Proxies) 
Hargett, Edd East Texas Electric Coop., Inc. Cooperatives 0 6 

(5 Proxies) 
Huslig, Carl ITC Great Plains Independent 

Transmission Co 
5 1 

Janssen, Rob Redbud Energy Independent 
Power Producers 

5 1 (Proxy) 

Johnson, Paul American Electric Power Investor-Owner 6 0 
Kerr, Brett Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent 

Power Producers 
2 4 

(3 Proxies) 
Knotteck, Jeff City Utilities of Springfield, MO Municipals 5 1 
Langthorn IV, Jacob OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned 6 0 
Lutes, Leroy Aquila, Inc. Marketers 0 6 
Mahlberg, Paul City of Independence, MO Municipals 1 5 
Monroe, Carl Southwest Power Pool  5 1 (Proxy) 
*Morecroft, Robin Oklahoma Municipal Power 

Authority 
Municipals 5 0 

Olsen, John KGE-Westar Energy Investor-Owned 5 1 (Proxy) 
Ortego, Errol LEPA State Agency 0 6 (2 Proxies)



*Osburn, David Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority 

Municipals 1 0 

Price, Dennis El Paso Merchant Energy, L.P. Marketers 0 6 
Priest, Robert Clarksdale Public Utilities Municipals 0 6 

(3 Proxies) 
Reece, Eddy Rayburn Country Electric Coop. Cooperatives 4 2 
*Rosenlieb, Andrew Entergy Power Ventures Independent 

Power Producers 
0 2 

(2 Proxies) 

Ross, Richard American Electric Power Investor-Owned 5 1 (Proxy) 
Rowland, Neil Kansas Municipal Energy  Agency Municipals 3 3 

 (1 Proxy) 
*Sandilya, Uma Entergy Services, Inc. Investor-Owned 0 6 
Smith, Kevin Tenaska Power Services Co. Independent 

Power Producers 
5 1 

Sparks, Michael Suez Energy NA  0 1 (Proxy) 
Stoneburg, Edward Trans-Elect Development 

Company, LLC 
Independent 

Transmission Co 
1 5 

Stuchlik, Tom Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned 5 1 (Proxy) 
Tyler, Rick Northeast TX Electric Cooperative Cooperatives 1 5 

 (4 Proxies) 
Veatch, Rick Aquila Power Marketers 0 6 
Walker, Robert Cargill Power Markets LLC Marketers 4 2 

(1 Proxy) 
Warren, Bary The Empire District Electric Co. Investor-Owned 5 1 (Proxy) 
*Warren, Cameron Entergy Services, Inc. Investor-Owned 0 1 
Warren, Larry TexLa Electric Cooperative, Inc. Cooperatives 1 5 

 (4 Proxies) 
Wever, Jimmy Public Service Commission of 

Yazoo City 
Municipals 0 6 

(3 Proxies) 
Williams, Noman Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperatives 3 3 

(2 Proxies) 
Wise, Michael Golden Spread Electric Coop. Cooperatives 4 2 
Wolfinger, Richard Constellation Energy 

Commodities Group, Inc. 
Marketers 3 3 

 (3 Proxies) 
Yeager, Walter Duke Energy Americas Marketers 0 6 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
TRANS/OWNERS TRANS/USERS 

12 37 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
13 11 9 2 4/10 X X X 

 
Average OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 53 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:   6    Teleconference:   0 
 
 
Average length of meetings: 8 hrs. 46 mins. 



 
Number of votes tAkEN:  59 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $84,457.26 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Economic portfolio tariff language.  Clear example of how the MOPC works across the 
SPP organization.  The RTWG worked very closely with the CAWG to create language 
that supports economic transmission upgrades. 

2. Aggregate Study Improvement Task force 
3. Working Group re-organization.  The changes made to the organizational structure were 

fairly small, but the entire process fostered significant discussion about ways to improve 
the effectiveness of the MOPC. (put on here mainly because we spent so much time in 
our meetings trying to address) 

4. Order 890 Compliance 
5. Numerous Criteria Changes 
6. Initiated the First Regional Standard for UFLS 
7. External Generator Tariff Changes 
8. Station Power Appendix 13 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Wind Integration.  The MOPC will need to make sure we have the proper accreditation 
for generation capacity, the right planning process for transmission construction and 
reliability, the right operating requirements for reliable grid operations and the right 
economic metrics to ensure cost recovery policies balance the public and investor’s 
interest. 

2. Phase 2 of the market design.  This will include the consolidation of the balancing areas 
for the SPP members, the development of an ancillary services market and most likely a 
forward market.   

3. Transmission expansion policies.  MOPC will need to develop policies that address the 
customer’s desire for service in a timely manner, the transmission necessary to maintain 
grid reliability and support a robust market and cost recovery mechanisms to facilitate 
economical solutions. 

 
• Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 

teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Business Practices Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Wilkerson, Grant Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned 7 0 

Berend, Seth Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent Power 
Producer 2 5 

(3 Proxies) 

Janssen, Robert Redbud Energy Independent Power 
Producer 1 6 

(6 Proxies) 
Walker, Robert OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned 7 0 

Eeg, Justin Tenaska Power Services Co. Independent Power 
Producer 6 1 

Lemmons, David Southwestern Public Service Co. Investor-Owned 2 5 
(4 Proxies) 

McCord, Rick Empire District Electric Co. Investor-Owned 4 3 
(1 Proxy) 

Ross, Richard American Electric Power Investor-Owned 4 3 
Womack, Jimmy Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  7 0 

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 78 

 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live: 2  Teleconference: 5 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 2:45 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  26 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $1,836.86 (No Director Fees) 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Review Business practices for 890 compliance 
2. Firm Re-dispatch for Firm Transmission Service agreements in the SPP EI Market  
3. Established Dispute Resolution Business Practice to comply with the OATT Tariff 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 

 
1.   Business Practice related to the Notice to Construct NTC process 
2. Business Practice for implementation of External Generator participation in the SPP EI 
3. Review of current business practice related to Requested Upgrades VS Economic 

Upgrade 
  

* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Change Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y  
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent
Kulha, Dave American Electric Power Investor-Owned 4 0 

Spicer, Ronald Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned 4 0 

Easton, Angela Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent Power 
Producer 3 1 

Worf, Mark Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperative 0 4 

Fife, James Entergy Power Ventures, L.P. 
(Physical Systems Integration, LLC) 

Independent Power 
Producers 3 1 

Medford, Jim Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned 3 1 
Chadbourne, 

Jonathan Redbud Energy, LP Independent Power 
Producer 0 4 

*Osburn, David Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority Municipal 1/2 1 

Boggess, Darryl Western Farmers Electric Coop. Cooperative 4 0 

Wilson, Tim Empire District Electric 
Company Investor-Owned 4 0 

Wise, Michael Golden Spread Electric Coop. Cooperative 1 3 
Jacoby, Jim American Electric Power Investor-Owned 4 0 

McClanahan, 
Robert 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Co. Cooperative 2 2** 

*Hargrove, Donald Oklahoma Gas & Electric Investor-Owned 3/4 1 

*McAvoy, Jim Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority Investor-Owned 1/4 3 

Arthur, Diana Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  3 1 
 
 
*Partial Year 
** Sent Proxy 
 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 25 

 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:  4    Teleconference:  0 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 6:00 Hrs. 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  2 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $6,927.51 (No Director Fees) 
 



 
 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

(1) Establishment of the CWG in January 2008 
       -Chair and Vice Chair  assigned  
       -Group charter defined  
 
(2) Section 16 of the Market Protocols revised  
        -PRR submitted to MOPC and approved  
 
(3) Standard work plan developed to track member impacting projects  
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 

 
(1) Implementation of PRR 113 Oct 2008  
(2) Integrated test environment  
(3) External Generator  
(4) Settlement System Implementation  
 
 

* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y – Pending 
updates to be considered for approval at the September 30, 2008 CIPWG meeting. 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Amyette, Mark Xcel Energy Investor-Owned 1 5 

 (2 Proxies) 
Ashford, Dewayne Oklahoma Gas & Electric Services Investor-Owned 5 1 

(1 Proxy) 
Breckenridge, John Aquila, Inc. Investor-Owned 4 2 
Craddock, Larry Western Farmers Electric Coop. Investor-Owned 1 5 
Crayne, David Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owned 5 1 
Dolci, Lawrence Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned 1 5  

(4 Proxies) 
*Holcomb, Jason City Utilities of Springfield, MO Municipals 2 1 

(1 Proxy) 
Hurley, John American Electric Power Investor-Owned 0 6 

 (3 Proxies) 
*Johnson, Stacy NAES-Redbud Energy Independent 

Power Producers 
0 3 

*Kadon, Mark NAES-Redbud Energy Independent 
Power Producers 

0 3 
 (1 Proxy) 

Lampe, Paul City of Independence, MO Municipals 1 5 
 (3 Proxies) 

McClanahan, 
Robert 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corporation 

Cooperatives 6 0 

*Meyers, Sandy City Utilities of Springfield, MO Municipals 2 1 
(1 Proxy) 

Moll, Steve Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned 5 1 
Overland, Keith Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperatives 4 2 
Pack, Paul Kansas City Board of Public 

Utilities 
Municipals 2 4 

 (1 Proxy) 
Perry, Kevin Southwest Power Pool  6 0 
Veillon, Michael Cleco Power, LLC Investor-Owned 5 1  

(1 Proxy) 
     

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 

10 5 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

9 2 3 X 1/0 X X X 
 



AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 27 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live     5         Teleconference     1    
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 6 HRS. 26 MINS. 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  10 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $240 (Teleconference) 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Conducted CIP Standards compliance “how to” workshop 
2. Reviewed/discussed FERC NOPR on CIP standards (CIP-002 – CIP-009) and 

follow-on FERC Order 706 
3. Reviewed/discussed Aurora vulnerability advisory and status of mitigation activities 

at member sites 
4. Conducted in depth discussions on how to implement selected requirements of the 

CIP standards (CIP-002 – CIP-009) 
5. Discussed Progress Energy request for interpretation of CIP-006/R1 (protection of 

network cabling) 
6. Received periodic updates on topics of interest by Department of Homeland 

Security representatives 
7. Received briefing on the SCADA systems common vulnerabilities identified by 

testing at the Idaho National Labs 
8. Conducted joint meeting with ERCOT CIP Advisory Group 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Revisions to the CIP standards (CIP-002 – CIP-009), including conformance with 
FERC Order 706 

2. US Congress / FERC / NERC activities surrounding cyber security and the Aurora 
vulnerability 

3. Implementation of the CIP standards (CIP-002 – CIP-009) 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Generation Working Group (GWG) 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Mitch Williams WFEC Coop/T.O. 5 0 
Mike Sheriff OGE IOU/T.O. 4 1 
Mark Wurm OMPA Muni 4 1 
Bryan Taggart Westar IOU/T.O. 2 3 
Brock Ondayko AEP IOU/T.O. 1 4 
Andrew 
Lachowski 

AECC Coop 4 1 

Jessica Collins SPS IOU/T.O. 2 3 
Bill Valagura CALP IPP 2 3 
Harvey Scribner 
(secty) 

SPP  5 0 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 
  5 3 

 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
4 2 1  1    

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): _6___ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live __0___ Teleconference ___5__ 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 1 HOUR 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  ___5__ 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $160.73  
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Review Scope 
2. Update SPP Criteria 
3. Review NERC Standards 

 
 



 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Finalize new GWG Scope 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Market Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y (9/17/08) 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 
Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Richard Ross AEP IOU 18 4 
Keith Sugg AECC COOP 16 5 
John Stephens CUS MUNI 2 19 
Rick McCord EDE IOU 18 4 

Gary Clear OG+E IOU 3 18 
(18 proxies) 

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy IPP 11 10 
(6 proxies) 

Gene Anderson OMPA MUNI 14 7 
(3 proxies) 

*Grant Wilkerson Westar Energy IOU 11 10 
(6 proxies) 

Jessica Collins Xcel IOU 19 2 
(1 proxy) 

*Patricia Denny KCPL IOU 15 6 
(4 proxies) 

*Angela Easton Calpine IPP 6 5 
Max Sherman Aquila IOU 0 21 
*James Liao WFEC COOP 10 10 

Tambra Offield East TX Electric Coop. COOP 0 21 
(18 proxies) 

Emily Davis SPP  18 3 
*Doug Base WFEC COOP  19 
*Wes Berger Xcel Energy (SWPS) IOU  19 
*Burton Crawford KCPL IOU  19 
*Terri Eaton Xcel Energy (SWPS) IOU  19 

*Charles Locke KCPL IOU  18 
(3 proxies) 

*Tom Saitta E. TX Electric Coop. COOP  17 
*James Stanton Calpine Energy IPP  18 

*Tom Stuchlik Westar Energy IOU 2 16 
(3 proxies) 

 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period.   
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 

  7 7 
 
 



 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
7 3 2  2    

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):  19 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live   12       Teleconference 11  

(attendance was not available for 2 meetings) 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 10:00 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:   30  
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $19,131.16 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Completion of the protocols and tariff enhancements to clarify demand side resource 
participation in the current EIS market. 

2. Completion of the protocols and tariff enhancements to resolve issues concerning 
External Generation participation in the market.  

3. Enhancements to the Resource Plan to improve reliability and market operations. 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Future markets 
2. Issues concerning the EIS market impacts resulting from schedule curtailments.  
3. Outcome of VRL open issues at FERC 
4. Outcome of pending FERC issues that I may not know about 
5. Member responsibilities between the start of a primary system disaster and the time the 

disaster recovery system becomes operational.  
6. Filing related to PRRs and specifically Demand Response Resources  
7. Settlement system replacement and implementation of numerous "boxed text" sections of 

the protocols. 
 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Model Development Working Group (MDWG) 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Scott Rainbolt AEP IOU/T.O. 6 0 
John Boshears SPRM Muni/T.O. 4 2 
*Eddy Reece Rayburn 

Country  
Coop 3/4 1 

Brian Wilson KCPL IOU/T.O. 5 1 
Joe Fultz GRDA State/Fed/T.O. 6 0 
Mike Clifton OGE IOU/T.O. 6 0 
Scott Schichtl AECC Coop 6 0 
*Rene Miranda SPS IOU/T.O. 1/1 0 
Brett Rollow SPP Replaced by 

Harvey 
Scribner 

6 0 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 
  6 2 

 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
4 2 1 1     

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): ___12_ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live ___2__ Teleconference ___4__ 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 6 HOURS 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  ____10_ 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $7,589.62 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Implementation of Models on Demand (MOD) 
2. Elected a new chairman and welcomed three new members to the working group 

 
 
 
 
 
 



MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Charter Changes due to MDWG reporting to TWG 
2. Increase Member size due to new Nebraska Entity representation 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Regional Tariff Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y - N 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Anderson, Gene Oklahoma Municipal Power 

Authority 
Municipals 20 0 

Bourne, Pat Southwest Power Pool  20 0 
Bowser, Robert Kansas Electric Power Coop. Cooperatives 13 7 
Brian, David East Texas Cooperatives Cooperatives 8 12 

(4 Proxies) 
Dowling, Bill Midwest Energy, Inc. Cooperatives 1 19 

(15 Proxies) 
*Easton, Angela Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent 

Power Producers 
8 2 

Ferry, Steve Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperatives 16 4 
Foreman, Mark Tenaska Power Services Co. Independent 

Power Producers 
7 13 

(3 Proxies) 

Gary, Ronald Lafayette Utilities System Municipals 8 12 
(6 Proxies) 

*Herbert, Brent Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent 
Power Producers 

0 10 
(1 Proxy) 

Janssen, Robert Redbud Energy Independent 
Power Producers 

9 11 
(5 Proxies) 

David, Kays Oklahoma Gas & Electric Investor-Owned 18 2 
Liu, Bernard Xcel Energy Investor-Owned 18 2 

(1 Proxy) 
Locke, Charles Kansas City Power & Light Co. Investor-Owned 19 1 
Pennybaker, Robert American Electric Power Investor-Owned 18 2 
Proctor, Mike Missouri Public Service Comm. Investor-Owned 17 3 
Reed, Dennis Westar Energy Investor-Owned 20 0 
Shields, Robert Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives 15 5 

(1 Proxy) 
*Sundman, Roy Southwest Power Pool  9 0 
*Wallaert, Gerrud Southwest Power Pool  11 0 
Warren, Bary Empire District Electric Co. Investor-Owned 17 3 

(1 Proxy) 
Williams, Mitchell Western Farmers Electric Coop. Cooperatives 8 12 

(2 Proxies) 
Wise, Michael Golden Spread Electric Coop. Cooperatives 6 14 

(1 Proxy) 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 

9 11 



 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
7 7 2 0 4/0 0 0 0 

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):   18 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:  12 Teleconference:  15 (7 Teleconferences 
with no meeting information) 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 5 HRS. 22 MINS. 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  52 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $20,301.27 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Balanced Portfolio Tariff Language  
2. Schedule 13 – Generation Station Power 
3. Order 890 Compliance Filings 
4. Provided an analysis on tax impacts for new facilities added to the SPP OATT  
5.  

MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Developing a change in allocation of cost for base plan funded projects related to the 
addition of wind power.  

2. Developing improvements to reduce the size of the generation interconnection queue  
3. NERC Penalties Allocation 
4. Developing an agreement between SPP and a project sponsor for sponsored projects  

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  System Protection and Control Working Group (SPCWG) 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Lynn Schroeder Westar Energy Investor 

Owned/T.O. 
4 0 

Heidt Melson SPS Investor 
Owned/T.O. 

3 1 

Tim Hinken KCPL Investor 
Owned/T.O. 

4 0 

Louis Guidry Cleco Investor 
Owned 

3 1 

Matthew 
Thykkuttathil 

SUNC Cooperative/T.
O. 

3 1 

Bud Averill AEP Investor 
Owned/T.O. 

4 0 

Ken Zellefrow SPRM Municipal/T.O. 4 0 
Shawn Jacobs OGE Investor 

Owned/T.O. 
4 0 

Doug Jackson AEP Investor 
Owned/T.O. 

4 0 

Mak Nagle SPP (Secty)  4 0 
*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 
  8 1 

 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
7 1 1      

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): __14__ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live ___2__ Teleconference 2 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 6 HOURS 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  ___5__ 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $2,798.18 
 
 
 
 



MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Item one… Draft of regional UFLS standard. 
2. Item two…Implementation and review of Misoperation report. 
3. Item three… Review of disturbance reports as needed. 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Item one…Continued development of UFLS standard. 
2. Item two…Review of recent and future disturbance reports. 
3. Item three…Monitoring of NERC standard developments as they relate to the 

SPCWG.  
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Transmission Working Group (TWG) 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Currently 
undergoing revisions; will be finished in Oct 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Ronnie Frizzell AECC Coop 12 0 
Noman Williams SUNC Coop/T.O. 5 7 

(3 Proxies) 
John Chamberlin SPRM Muni/T.O. 10 2 

(1 Proxy) 
David Sargent SPA State/Fed 

T.O. 
6 6 

Philip Crissup OGE IOU/T.O. 0 12 
(11 Proxies) 

Frank Chen Aquila IPP/Marketer 2 10 
James Simms CLEC IOU 2 10 
Donald Taylor Westar IOU/T.O. 8 4 

(1 Proxy) 
John Chiles GDS for 

NTEC 
Coop 4 8 

(7 Proxies) 
Joe Fultz GRDA State/T.O. 10 2 
John Fulton SPS IOU/T.O. 6 6 

(6 Proxies) 
Tom Littleton OMPA Muni 11 1 

(1 Proxy) 
Sam McGarrah EDE IOU/T.O. 9 3 
Matthew McGee AEP IOU/T.O. 9 3 

(3 Proxy) 
Jim Useldinger KCPL IOU/T.O. 8 4 

(3 Proxies) 
Mitchell Williams WFEC Coop/T.O. 5 7 

(2 Proxies) 
Tony Gott (L) AECI n/a 6 6 
Charles Long (L) EES n/a 2 10 
Rachel Hulett SPP  12 0 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 
11 5 

 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
7 4 2 2 1    



 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): 26 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live- 5  Teleconference - 7 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: CONF. CALL = 2 HRS/ IN PERSON = 12 HRS. 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  39 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $27,396.70 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Developed/revised Attachment O in response to FERC Order 890 
2. Completed Criteria 3 revisions 
3. Separation of RTO and RE compliance studies 
4. Addressed 2 year window for Notifications To Construct (NTCs)  

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. FERC Order 890 compliance filing for Attachment O 
2. NTC White Paper, including revisions/cancellations of NTCs 
3. Updating and adding new responsibilities to charter 
4. Revising interconnection review process 

 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 



 
SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 

(2008) 
 
GROUP NAME:  Operating Reliability Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y -N 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
*Kuebeck, Pete OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned 5/5 0 

Atwood, Jason Kelson Energy Independent Power 
Producer 5 2 

(1 Proxy) 

Berkstresser, Brian Empire District Electric 
Company Investor-Owned 6 1 

*Lockwood, Scott American Electric Power Investor-Owned 3/4 4 
(1 Proxy) 

Massey, Steve Westar Energy Investor-Owned 1 6 

Williams, Noman Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperative 0 7 
(1 Proxy) 

Sugg, Keith Arkansas Electric Cooperative Cooperative 0 7 

Grant, William Xcel Energy Investor-Owned 3 4 
(3 Proxies) 

Klassen, Allen Westar Energy Investor-Owned 7 0 

Thompson, Jim Constellation Energy 
Commodities Group, Inc. Marketers 0 7 

Useldinger, Jim Kansas City Power & Light 
Company Investor-Owned 4 3 

(2 Proxies) 
*Boezio, Dan American Electric Power Investor-Owned 1/3 2 

McDaniel, Danny Cleco Power, LLC Investor-Owned 6 1 
(1 Proxy) 

Smith, Jason Southwest Power Pool, Inc.  7 0 
*Partial Year 
 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):  118 

 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live: 6  Teleconference: 1 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 6:30 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  17 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $4,705.60 (No Director Fees) 
 
 
 
 



 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Criteria 6 changes concerning Operating Reserve Requirements 
2. Criteria 11 replacement concerning Disturbance Reporting to align with NERC 

Standards. 
3. Criteria 12 changes concerning SOL/IROL methodology. 
4. Market Working Group PRR’s reviewed for reliability 
5. Filled open membership vacancies 
6. Annual/Quarterly reports and approvals (SPP Blackstart Plan, DCS, TRM, Flowgate List 

from TWG,  
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 

 
1.   Reformation of the Operating Reserve TF to analyze the impacts to the Reserve Sharing 
Group from the development of the Consolidated BA.  The ORTF will also be directed to 
interpret a potential SPP Criteria 6 inconsistency with NERC Reliability Standard EOP-002 
2.    Action Item from MOPC to study reliability impacts of wind integration across the SPP 

footprint 
3.   Development of regional voltage criteria. 
4.   Development of a methodology for allocation of penalties for failing DCS 
5.   Review of Criteria for consistency with NERC Reliability Standards 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
 
GROUP NAME: Operation Model Development Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed: N 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Myers, Alan ITC Great Plains Investor-Owned  1 

Durham, Jimmy American Electric 
Power Investor-Owned 1  

Gilmer, Jim 

Xcel Energy 
(Southwestern 
Public Service 

Company) 

Investor-Owned 1  

Hargrove, Don OG&E Electric 
Services Investor-Owned 1  

Jones, Bo Westar Energy Investor-Owned 1  

Sargent, Dave Southwestern Power 
Administration 

SPP Contract 
Participant 1  

Williams, Mitch Western Farmers 
Electric Cooperative Cooperatives  1 

Williams, Noman Sunflower Electric 
Power Corp. Cooperatives  1 

(1 Proxy) 

Wyble, Harold Kansas City Power 
& Light Company Investor-Owned 1  

Bressers, Bert Southwest Power 
Pool, Inc.  1  

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 

8  
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

6 2       
 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): __12__ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Workshop __1___  
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: ___:___ 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  __0___ 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $127.48   



MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. OMDWG is in “monitor” mode, reviewing on a yearly basis the effectiveness of 
implemented processes and procedures. 

2. OMDWG completed the scope 2 years ago, developed processes and procedures and 
made changes to SPP Criteria. 

3. Conducted a workshop in November 2007 and all participants want to continue the 
OMDWG. 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 

 
1. Continue to conduct a workshop at the end of each year. 
2. Develop a new scope for the ODWG 
3. Review experience with the EMS Model data exchange 
4. Catch up with the Model data exchange technology (SIM) and if available make more use 

of it. 
5. Brainstorm ideas of possible EMS Model data validation based on new technologies 
6. Continue to review NERC standards and identify possible impacts to EMS Model data 

exchange process, procedures and also to SPP Criteria 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
 
GROUP NAME: Operations Data Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed: N 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE:  This group did not meet. 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Sauber, Mike Aquila, Inc. Investor-Owned   

Bodenheimer, Karl Kansas City Power & Light 
Company Investor-Owned   

Bordelon, Matthew Cleco Power LLC Investor-Owned   

Cochran, Bob Southwestern Public Service 
Company Investor-Owned   

Crayne, David The Empire District Electric 
Company Investor-Owned   

Hixson, Rick Southwestern Power 
Administration 

SPP Contract 
Participant   

Jacoby, Jim American Electric Power Investor-Owned   
Kuebeck, Pete OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned   

Rogers, Bud Western Farmers Electric 
Cooperative Cooperative   

Wirtz, Jon Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned   

Worf, Mark Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation Cooperative   

Aclin, Scott Southwest Power Pool, Inc.    
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 
    

 
Sectors 

IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 
        

 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): ____ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live _____ Teleconference _____ 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: ___:___ 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  _____ 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  _____ 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 



1. Item one… 
2. Item two… 
3. Item three… 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Item one… 
2. Item two… 
3. Item three… 

 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of teleconference 
expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(2008) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Operations Training Working Group 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  Y – N 
[Review of October 2005 Charter scheduled for face-to-face meeting on October 9, 2008] 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # Present # Absent 
Ron Maki Aquila IOU 12 1 
John Kerr GRDA State/Fed 13  
Richard Appel SECI Coop 11 2 
Fred Meyer EDE IOU 13  
Mike Gammon KCPL IOU 7 6 
*Mark McDonald CLECO IOU 5 5 

(1 proxy) 
*Ronald Green AEP IOU 12 1 
Michael Wech SPA Contract Part. 9 4 
*Michael Crouch OGE IOU 12 1 
*Dave Millam SPP  11 2 
*Allan Klassen WR IOU 5 8 

*Only on Committee for part of the assessment period. 
 
Please list the number of members represented in the following areas: 
Trans/Owners Trans/Users 

7 3 
 

Sectors 
IOU Coop Muni State/Fed IPP/Marketer Alt Power/Public Interest Lg Retail Sm Retail 

7 1  1     
(1 LESS – SPP CONTRACT PARTICIPANT – SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION) 
 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS): _12_ 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live: 4  Teleconference: 9  
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS: 2:50 
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:  32 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $338.06 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Conducted two System Operations Conferences in 2008 
2. Identified and addressed the need for addition emergency communications with the 

ORWG 
3. Provided eight subregional and two regional restoration drills 



4. Leading the nation in remote restoration drills.  Awarded NERC example of 
excellence for drill format. 

5. Through the regional training events, SPP has awarded an estimated 12,000 
continuing education hours (CEH). 

6. SPP training is on pace to award approximately 45% more CEH in 2008 than in 
2007. 

7. 100% of those SPP registered entities required to have training participated in one 
or more regional training events. 

8. Average net conference enrollment is 19;  up 90% from 2007. 
9. Average regional emergency operations classroom enrollment is 13, doubling the 

enrollment from 2007. 
10. Restoration Drill enrollment for 2008 is up approximately 18% from 2007. 
11. 51 operations personnel participated in the SPP System Operations Conference on 

April 28-May 1.  More than 1,200 CE hours were awarded during the conference.  
2008 Fall SOC registration is full with seven persons on the waiting list. 

12. Due to the level of participation of registered entities in the SPP System Operations 
Conferences, the OTWG requested a third SPP Systems Operations Conference be 
added to the 2009 schedule. 

13. SPP conducted the first of two Regional Restoration Drills on April 15-17 with 25 
entities using the dispatch training simulator (DTS).  2,088 CEH were awarded to 
over 100 participants 

 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Facilitate three System Operations Conferences in 2009 
2. Pending NERC and FERC approval, offer member workshops on PER-005-01 
3. Continue to conduct Train-the-Trainer workshops and regional training for system 

operations personnel in the SPP region 
 
* Meeting costs include hotel expenses (room rental, A/V, food and beverage), estimate of 
teleconference expenses, and Director fees for attendance. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Below is an executive summary of the findings for the 2008 annual Southwest Power Pool 
Organizational Survey Report. Conducted by Southwest Power Pool, the annual survey collects 

ratings and opinions from its committees and working groups concerning the year’s progress. 
SPP fielded the survey electronically and commissioned MARKETSEARCH to analyze the findings 

and provide an independent evaluation of the results. 

As in 2006 and 2007, analysis of the data was performed to highlight how the groups assessed 
themselves. As previously, no formal, written objectives for the survey were developed – or 

shared with MARKETSEARCH – making analysis less focused on a specific attribute or issue. Also, 
while committee/group members were asked to rate various attributes in four major areas, 

members were not asked about the importance of these items relative to each other. This means 

that low-rated items cannot be understood in a prioritized context.  

We can state that several main points emerged from the data. Again this year, committee/group 

members rate the items tested positively (there were very few scores in the study below 3, which 
is a neutral rating on the 1-to-5 scale where 1 indicates a strong disagreement with a positive 

statement and 5 indicates strong agreement). The Operations Training Working Group, with an 

average attribute rating of 4.58, had the highest satisfaction with the organizational group 
experience. System Protection and Control Working Group closely follows with 4.49, as well as 

Corporate Governance Committee at 4.43. At 3.68, the Operations Model Development Working 

Group expressed the lowest satisfaction with their experiences. After Operations Data, the 
Transmission Working Group was among the least satisfied, at a rating of 3.95, as well as the 

Generation Working Group at 3.97. No overall satisfaction score dropped below a 3.68 rating, 
which is a substantially high minimum, especially compared to last year’s lowest score of 2.75.  

When considering comparisons between 2007 and 2008, analysis indicates that the following 

working groups are less satisfied in 2008 than in 2007 (overall ratings are down by 5% or more): 

• Operation Model Development Working Group, down by 6% 

• Oversight Committee, down by 9% 
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Demonstrating a higher level of satisfaction with the experience in 2008 are the following groups 

(overall ratings are up by 5% or more): 

• System Protection and Control Working Group, up by 15% 

Most emergent themes among working groups and committees: 

• Overall, group preparation and participation is the most discussed concern. 

o Group members are not equally sharing meeting preparation responsibility as a 

result of individual lack of effort, and/or lack of coordination of information 
among other working group and committees 

o Many groups claim that only certain group members are ever truly prepared for 
meetings and thus are the ultimate decision-makers; group dissent is never 

discussed, leading to an inefficient decision-making process 

• Coordination among working groups and committees is lacking. 

o Expressed concern is evident concerning the sharing of information across 

working groups and committees  

• Group dynamics as a whole (specifically concerning group members) have increased in 

terms of diversity and shared respect and support. 

Summary of major findings among working groups and committees:  

• Business Practices Working Group: Moral has slightly weakened, but not enough to be 

concerned with, as the overall score is still relatively high. Verbatim responses suggest 

that the group is sometimes overwhelmed and should consider expansion. There is also 
dissent among members concerning coordinating information with other groups.  

• Change Working Group: The newness of this group leaves little to interpret as group 
members still have little to say. It is valuable to note that the group is beginning with 

fairly positive scores that lean toward agree ratings and strongly agree ratings.  
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• Cost Allocation Working Group: Has need for improvement in terms of meeting 

preparation, diversity of membership and feelings of accomplishment in meetings. 
Verbatim responses suggest that these improvement concerns may be related to a lack of 

focus among members as a result of such a broad agenda for the group. In other words, 
group members are not able to focus because they are met with so many topics in need of 

discussion at once.  

• Corporate Governance Committee: Has consensus concerning need for meeting conduct 
improvement and some suggestion concerning useful information in meeting preparation 

and membership diversity and expertise. The overall score of this group, however, is so 
high that there is uncontested positive group dynamic with concerns more administrative 

in nature. 

• Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group: Expresses small concern with meeting 
conduct and information in meeting preparation. The improvement in membership 

diversity, accurate agenda and high overall score suggest this group has rising ratings and 
a positive group dynamic. Verbatim responses reflect a unique group perception of a 

purpose as a gateway of information for other groups and committees. Ultimately, the 

lack of preparation is perceived as the fault of other working groups and committees. 

• Finance Committee: The overall score is substantially high, suggesting positive group 

dynamic consistent from last year. Has small concern with agenda and material in 

meetings, accomplishment during meetings and certain qualities concerning the chair.  

• Generation Working Group: Have various concerns stemming from a lack of motivation 

and mutual group member respect, as well as a chair that may be falling behind in 
keeping the group on task and ensuring follow through. Administratively, the group is 

encouraged by the accuracy of the minutes and agenda kept for group meetings. 

Dynamically, however, the group shares decreased ratings for optimum group morale.  

• Human Resources Committee: The few rating decreases evident are substantially lower. 

This drop suggests that multiple group members share concern over the timeliness of 
material in meetings, and the capacity of the chair to keep groups on task and ensure 
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meeting follow through. Verbatim responses suggest that there is high instance of neutral 

ratings as a result of many new and/or uncertain group members.  

• Marketing and Operations Policy Committee: Stayed consistent in ratings, suggesting a 

strong group dynamic. There is small concern regarding the chair’s ability to keep groups 
on task and ensure follow through, but neither rating dropped below a 4, suggesting that 

this concern is minor, but still worthy of attention. Verbatim responses suggest that most 

problems stem with other working groups. The negative stigma regarding coordination 
and dependency on other working group decisions is mounting and might be of more 

concern if the situation worsens.  

• Market Working Group: Has improved group morale from 2007 as a result of more 

motivated/prepared group members, which has created better group facilitation and 

overall experience, as well as consensus concerning the chair’s ability to seek input from 
and guide the group members. There is minor concern with the accuracy of meeting 

minutes, and interestingly, minor concern with group diversity. Verbatim responses 
suggest that there is little group diversity because there is such a broad spectrum of topics 

to discuss – group dissent/diversity is perhaps not left to discuss. 

• Model Development Working Group: Has ultimate concern with meeting preparation, 
which ties into the effectiveness of the chair at seeking input and ensuring follow 

through, as well as the communication of dissent among group members. It is a bit 

counterintuitive that despite these concerns, there is a small increase in the feeling of 
meeting accomplishment. These concerns may be suggesting the group has 

administrative problems, but not group dynamic problems. Verbatim responses also 
suggest that there is severe disagreement regarding model usage.  

• Operation Model Development Working Group: Has confidence in the ability and quality 

of group members, but mounting concern regarding the group leadership, the group’s 
effectiveness and the group’s administrative structure. 

• Operating Reliability Working Group: A new chair has undoubtedly created a transitional 
phase for this working group, which is reflected by the varied findings. It appears that 
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there is shared concern regarding the chair among all categories provided. Concerning 

membership, there are results of counter-intuitive nature as the membership diversity 
decreased, but the membership expertise/skills increased.  

• Operations Training Working Group: Displays improvement regarding group morale that 
was already substantially high in 2007. The increased ratings were consistent among 

most categories. Verbatim responses qualify the positive quantitative findings by 

repeating the themes of engaged, prepared and innovative group members, as well as 
good leadership from the group chair. 

• Oversight Committee: Has dropped in almost every rating across categories for 2008. 
Despite these consistent decreases, there is still no score rated under a 3.67, suggesting 

that no concerns were severe enough to warrant a disagree or strongly disagree rating. 

Again, it is also important to consider the low number of responses from the group, 
which might also reinforce the low group morale – it literally displays the lack of group 

participation. 

• Regional Tariff Working Group: Despite the significantly decreased ratings, there is still 

no rating below a 3.50, suggesting that while there is growing concern in these areas, it 

does not yet warrant a disagree or strongly disagree rating. There appears to be a 
relationship among decreased confidence in the group’s chair and lack of member focus 

and motivation. The lack of an accurate agenda is a fixable administrative problem, but 

may also be ultimately tied to the lack of motivation as well. Verbatim responses suggest 
that there is group dissent concerning group member preparation, presence and focus at 

meetings.  

• Strategic Planning Committee: There appears to be administrative issues concerning 

meeting preparation, which could have a relationship with the decreased scores for 

feeling of accomplishment in meetings. If members do not feel that meetings accomplish 
results, this spills over to affect the amount of action recommended and success of 

facilitation during meetings. These administrative concerns might also be tied in with the 
chair’s lack of follow through. There is only one rating that is as low as 3.70, suggesting 
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that the emerging concerns have not yet reached a rating of disagree, but need attention to 

ensure improvement. 

• System Protection and Control Working Group: There are only increased ratings to 

report. A group that had already high ratings in 2007 climbed again to top the charts in 
2008. This group has highly successful group dynamic and perception as a team. 

• Transmission Working Group: Has had a positive climb in 2008, but still expresses 

lingering issues from 2007, which need attention. There appear to be administrative 
concerns regarding the timeliness of material; this 2.87 rating is the lowest recorded by 

any group in the survey. There appears to be a relationship between members being 
focused and feeling of accomplishment and communication of dissent – they do not feel 

focused or in agreement, so they do not feel that they are accomplishing anything 

valuable.  
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INTRODUCTION 

For the third consecutive year, MARKETSEARCH was commissioned by Southwest Power Pool 
(SPP) to analyze the results of its Organizational Group Survey, which was designed and fielded 

by SPP.  

Because the focus of the survey is the group members’ assessment of their own groups, analysis 

focuses primarily on group assessments by group rather than aggregating all responses by 

attribute or item. The small sample sizes for each group indicate that a “directional” focus for the 
analysis is appropriate, which means that the focus is on real numbers and, for our purposes, an 

average of the ratings each sample provided on their group experience. As part of an overall 
analysis, averages of the group assessments are presented with discussion in the Detailed 

Findings section of this report. 

METHODOLOGY 

SPP sent an invitation to take an online survey (survey instrument is provided in Appendix C) to 

each person listed as a member, chair, vice chair or staff secretary of each committee or working 
group during the month of September. There are six committees and 12 working groups. 

Following is a list of the committees/working groups with whose members the survey was 

fielded, the number of members each committee/working group as listed on SPP’s website and 
the number of people who responded to the survey: 

• Business Practices Working Group: 9 members, 7 respondents 

• Change Working Group: 15 members, 10 respondents 

• Cost Allocation Working Group: 6 members, 5 respondents 

• Corporate Governance Committee: 8 members, 7 respondents 

• Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group: 15 members, 12 respondents 

• Finance Committee: 7 members, 5 respondents 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 10 

• Generation Working Group: 9 members, 5 respondents  

• Human Resources Committee: 7 members, 7 respondents 

• Market and Operations Policy Committee: 50 members, 22 respondents (Fewer than half 

the population) 

• Market Working Group: 15 members, 10 respondents 

• Model Development Working Group: 9 members, 6 respondents 

• Operation Model Development Working Group: 6 members, 9 respondents 

• Operating Reliability Working Group: 13 members, 9 respondents 

• Operations Training Working Group: 10 members, 9 respondents 

• Oversight Committee: 4 members, 3 respondents 

• Regional Tariff Working Group: 21 members, 16 respondents  

• Strategic Planning Committee: 12 members, 10 respondents 

• System Protection and Control Working Group: 10 members, 7 respondents 

• Transmission Working Group: 19 members, 15 respondents 

For 2008, two working groups were added – the Change Working Group and the Cost Allocation 

Working Group – and one working group was dropped – the Operations Data Working Group. 

Another change for 2008 was the addition of one question to the section on committee/working 
group membership. A question was inserted to measure the degree to which committee/working 

group members were supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group 

members. 
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Members took the online survey and spreadsheets were compiled of the answers, which were 

sent to MARKETSEARCH for analysis. Each survey included four areas of attributes for respondents 
to rate on a scale of 1 to 5. Each area allowed for comments. In an effort to keep all verbatim 

responses as authentic as possible, MARKETSEARCH performed little grammatical correction. 
Thus, verbatim responses may or may not exhibit style and spelling similarity to other survey 

findings.  

• An open-ended question was included in which respondents were asked to list three or more 
suggestions for their group. These comments are included for SPP to consider in Appendix 

A.  

For further understanding of the 2008 survey findings, an October SPP Org Report is provided in 

Appendix D to preface the survey results. As this survey will be read across working groups and 

committees, it will be valuable as a resource to look up changes or trends that might add to the 
implications generated from these findings. 
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DETAILED FINDINGS 

Detailed findings below reveal charts and thorough discussion of each committee and working 
group’s responses to the organizational group survey. As available, results from the 2007 survey 

are compared to the 2008 findings (detailed differences between 2007 and 2008 findings are 
provided in Appendix B). Finally, verbatim responses are provided to qualify quantitative 

findings.  

Discussion below focuses on significant rating increases and decreases (up or down by 5%). 
Relationships among ratings are discussed as emergent, as are implications generated from 

quantitative data, as well as verbatim responses.  

As the effectiveness rating has been confusing in the past, there is little discussion concerning the 

implications of this score. (The effectiveness rating allows group members to rate the internal 

group perception of their working group or committee in comparison to their external perception 
of their own group to the effectiveness of others.) There was also expressed desire from SPP to 

rely less on the effectiveness rating than on the overall rating of each group, as group purpose 
varies entirely from group to group. The effectiveness score is still valuable, however, because it 

does force respondents to consider themselves in comparison to other groups. 
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Detailed Findings by Committee/Working Group 

Chart 1: Business Practices Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Business Practices Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings 

is 4.18 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a minor 
2% less than last year’s overall score of 4.26, suggesting little movement in this group’s overall 

perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 3.85. This is still a relatively 

high rating and suggests that internal group perception, as well as external comparison to other 

groups, is fairly positive. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

timely material under meeting preparation, which has dropped 12% from last year’s rating of 
4.38, as well as accurate minutes under meeting preparation, which has dropped 9% from last 

year’s rating of 4.25, and finally, sufficient facilitation under meeting conduct has dropped 5% 

from last year’s 4.38 rating. It should also be noted that all ratings dropped by some percentage, 
though many percentages were too small to be concerned with, this theme was shared among all 

categories. This suggests that the overall moral has slightly weakened, but not enough to be 
concerned with as the overall score is still relatively high, as pointed out above. 

Verbatim responses suggest that the group is sometimes overwhelmed and should consider 

expansion. There is also dissent among members concerning coordinating information with other 
groups. This would suggest that decreases above concerning meeting preparation may be 

perceived as the cause of outside influence as opposed to internal administrative issues. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Business Working Group specifically concerning 
categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or concerns: 

“Since this working group receives direction from multiple groups in the SPP as well as items 
from group members it would be helpful if each group was given a action item list that includes 
the task for which it is assigned as well as a timeline of when the task is expected to be 
accomplished.” 

“The materials distribution and agenda development process works well for this particular 
group.” 

“This group has had a good group of both members and observers at most of the meetings. The 
stakes for this group have seen an increase in the recent period and it may need to expand the 
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group to 10 members from the current 8 to gain some additional experience and insight as we 
move into more diverse issues.” 

“Good group of actively engaged individuals. Partially the result of it being a small group so that 
almost all participants are actively interested in the subject (not a lot of note-takers).” 

“This group has been effective in accomplishing some goals, but there has also been some 
frustrations as we sometimes receive feedback about proposals where the other group doesn't like 
the business practice but they offer no alternative solution or specific solutions to address their 
concerns.” 

“I have complimented the chair in the past for his very impartial handling of key issues. He does 
a very good job of being objective.” 

“The chair does a good job with this group.” 

“The group works very well.... it is most difficult when other groups (like the RTWG and 
Regulatory staff) fail to recognize their large impact on the business practices and customers and 
do not seek the input of the group before acting.” 
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Chart 2: Change Working Group, 2008 
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The Change Working Group is a new group as of 2008. Findings below will merely be used to 

create a comparison for the 2009 survey. Currently, the mean score for the group’s aggregate 
ratings is 3.99 on the scale of 1 to 5, which translates as an overall rating on the agree side, but 

with caution. This score implies that this group is pleased with progress, but perhaps sees room 
for improvement.  

The effectiveness score of 3.63 suggests little difference between internal group perception and 

external comparison to other groups.  

The only categorical percentage of significance is for timely material under meeting preparation, 

rated at 3.56. 

The newness of this group leaves little to interpret as group members still have little to say. It is 

valuable to note that the group is beginning with fairly positive scores that lean toward agree 

ratings and strongly agree ratings.  

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Change Working Group, specifically concerning 

categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or concerns: 

 “Having meeting minutes earlier would help.” 

“This group needs more operations participation.” 

“Good effective working group.” 
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Chart 3: Cost Allocation Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Cost Allocation Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 

4.21 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a tiny 1% 
less rating than last year’s overall score of 4.26, suggesting little or no movement in this group’s 

overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.50. This is a relatively neutral rating 

and suggests that internal group perception compared to external contrast to other groups is 

either fairly undecided, or in need of improvement.  

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

accurate minutes under meeting preparation (this is the most profound rating decrease), which is 
37% less than last year’s rating of 4.25, represents diversity under membership, which is 6% less 

than last year’s rating of 4.25, and feeling of accomplishment, which is 6% less than last year’s 

score of 4.25. 

In terms of progress in rating movement, action recommended under meeting conduct has 

climbed 6% from last year’s score of 4.25 and keeps group on task under chair has climbed 9% 
from last year’s score of 4.14.  

The Cost Allocation Working Group has need for improvement in terms of meeting preparation, 

diversity of membership and feelings of accomplishment in meetings. Verbatim responses 
suggest that these improvement concerns may be related to a lack of focus among members as a 

result of such a broad agenda for the group. In other words, group members are not able to focus 

because they are met with so many topics in need of discussion at once.  

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Cost Allocation Working Group specifically 

concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 
concerns: 

“Meeting minutes are not kept.” 

“While the minutes are accurate, they are too general and would be more useful if they contained 
more detail.” 

“Members are focused during discussion, but it is not always clear what they are focused on.” 
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“Choosing between ‘Equally’ or ‘More’ was a toss up.  CAWG is resolving some ground 
breaking cost allocation issues and developing innovative ways to develop transmission in SPP. 
This may be clouding the question of effectiveness. TWG covers a tremendous amount of 
materials also, but smaller in scope. CAWG, TWG and MOPC all facilitate effective open 
discussion.” 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 21 

Chart 4: Corporate Governance Committee, 2008 
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Within the Corporate Governance Committee, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 

4.48 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the strongly agree side. This is a 
tiny 1% less rating than last year’s overall score of 4.54, suggesting little or no movement in this 

group’s overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.50. This is a relatively neutral rating 

and suggests that internal group member perception in comparison to external group perception 

is either fairly undecided, or in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

useful information under meeting preparation, which is down 5% from last year’s score of 4.83, 
represents diversity under membership, which is down 5% from last year’s score of 4.83, 

necessary expertise/skills under membership, which is down 5% from last year’s score of 4.43, 

members focused under meeting conduct, which is down 5% from last year’s score of 4.67, 
action recommended under meeting conduct, which is down 8% from a 4.83 rating, sufficient 

facilitation under meting conduct, which is down 5% from 4.67, and dissent heard under meeting 
conduct, which is down 5% from last year’s 4.83 rating. 

It appears that the Corporate Governance Committee has consensus concerning need for meeting 

conduct improvement and some suggestion concerning useful information in meeting preparation 
and membership diversity and expertise. The overall score of this group, however, is so high that 

there is little reason to worry about the positive group dynamic. Problems appear to be entirely 

administrative in nature. 

There were no verbatim responses provided for this committee.
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Chart 5: Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group, the mean score for the group’s 

aggregate ratings is 4.31 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the strongly 
agree side. This is a small 2% higher rating than last year’s overall score of 4.22, suggesting little 

movement in this group’s overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.33. This is a relatively neutral rating 

and suggests that internal group member perception in comparison to external contrast with other 

groups is either fairly undecided, or in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

useful information under meeting preparation, down 5% from last year’s 4.45 rating, action 
recommended under meeting conduct, down 5% from last year’s rating of 4.36, and dissent 

heard under meeting conduct, which is down 5% from last year’s 4.17 rating. 

In terms of progress in rating movement, accurate agenda under meeting preparation is up 7% 
from last year’s 4.36 rating, and represents diversity under membership is up by 9% from last 

year’s 3.82 rating. It is also significant for this group to note that more ratings were up than down 
from last year (most rating increases were too tiny to mention here, but the shared theme of 

increased ratings is valuable to understanding the group’s progress). 

It appears that the Critical Infrastructure Working Group has small concern with meeting 
conduct and information in meeting preparation. The improvement in membership diversity, 

accurate agenda and high overall score suggest this group has rising ratings and a positive group 

dynamic.  

Verbatim responses reflect a unique group perception of its purpose as a gateway of information 

for other groups and committees. This qualifies the concern discussed above regarding diversity 
– if this group is in charge of interpretation and dissemination of information, it would need 

diverse expertise to understand information applicable to all working groups and committees. 

Another concern qualified by verbatim responses is the administrative problem with meeting 
preparation. Comments suggest that meeting preparation is highly dependent upon the input of 

other groups and committees. Ultimately, the lack of preparation is perceived as the fault of other 
working groups and committees. 
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Listed below are verbatim responses from the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 

specifically concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member 
suggestions or concerns: 

 “Kevin Perry is an effective secretary for the CIPWG and makes sure that preparations are in 
order.” 

“Agenda preparation is dependent upon the timing of the NERC CIP Committee meeting. 
CIPWG meetings normally follow the NERC CIPC meeting by one week.” 

“Kevin Perry serves a great support role for this group and his continued involvement is greatly 
appreciated.” 

“Would like to have the materials for the meeting about a week prior to the meeting.” 

“Very dedicated members - active participation by both voting members and observers. Willing 
to openly discuss security issues and share ideas. Observer participation includes US Department 
of Homeland Security Protective Security Advisors.” 

“CIPWG is probably much less decision-oriented than many other working groups and is more 
of an information-sharing group. Our goals are primarily related to the dissemination of 
information and sharing of collective expertise.” 

“This is an information-sharing group. Rarely are there decisions to be made and pending action 
items are minor in nature.” 

“Very qualified and engaged Chair. Ensures the meeting environment is conducive to 
information-sharing.” 

“This comment is less about the effectiveness of the group and more about its importance. With 
the cyber security spotlight being turned on the electric sector by Congress and FERC, the 
CIPWG must maintain a visible role in the SPP region. Compliance with NERC's changing 
cyber security standards and forthcoming FERC cyber mandates will require a robust and ever-
adapting cyber security program. CIPWG will play an active role in helping SPP Members 
define what that entails.” 

“This working group is unique in that it is an information-sharing group and not normally a 
decision-making group. Allows members to cast aside their company agendas to a great degree 
in the interest of promoting improved critical infrastructure protection.” 
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Chart 6: Finance Committee, 2008 
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Within the Finance Committee, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 4.36 on the 

scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the strongly agree side. This is a tiny 1% 
lower rating than last year’s overall score of 4.36 suggesting little movement in this group’s 

overall perception of themselves.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.80. This is a neutral rating, leaning 

toward the agree side and suggests that internal group perception in comparison to external 

contrast with other groups is in need of slight improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

accurate agenda under meeting preparation, which is down 5% from last year’s rating of 4.83, 
timely material under meeting preparation, which is down 7% from last year’s 4.50 rating, 

feeling of accomplishment under meeting conduct, which is down 11% from last year’s score of 

4.50, seeks input under chair, which is down 8% from last year’s rating of 4.80, and supportive 
and respectful under chair, which is down 8% from last year’s 4.80 rating. 

In terms of progress in rating movement, members motivated under membership has climbed 6% 
from last year’s rating of 4.17, sufficient facilitation under meeting conduct has climbed 6% 

from last year’s 4.17 rating, keeps group on task under chair has climbed 11% from last year’s 

3.60 rating and ensures follow through under chair has climbed 5% from last year’s 4.40 rating. 

It appears that the Finance Committee has small concern with agenda and material in meetings, 

accomplishment during meetings, and certain qualities concerning the chair. Group members 

have improved their ratings of the chair’s ability to keep the meetings on task and ensures follow 
through, but group findings suggest there is group concern regarding the chair’s willingness to 

seek the input and offer support to group members. Verbatim responses suggest that meetings are 
sometimes so long that the chair may not have the opportunity to seek input. The overall score is 

substantially high, suggesting positive group dynamic consistent from last year.  

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Finance Committee specifically concerning 
categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or concerns:  

“Staff has improved its performance on getting materials out ahead of the meeting.” 
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“Most members perform work for their employers during the meetings. This is most evidenced 

in the nearly constant use of Smart-Phones (i.e. Blackberry devices) where the individuals can 
check and respond to email, etc.” 

“I believe the committee functions well.” 

“We can always improve, usually have a very full agenda...and long meetings.” 

“Harry does a very good job of seeking input on various matters in advance of the meeting.” 

“The Chair keeps the meeting on schedule.” 
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Chart 7: Generation Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Generation Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 3.97 

on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side, but with caution. This 
is a small 3% lower rating than last year’s overall score of 4.09, suggesting little movement in 

this group’s overall perception of itself. The group saw minor need for improvement last year 
and appears to have consistently carried this concern into 2008. 

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.00. This is a completely neutral 

rating, and suggests that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other 
groups, is either ultimately undecided or is in need of improvement to the extent that the group 

doesn’t even begin to lean toward an agree rating. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

several categories within the Generation Working Group. Interestingly, the categories mentioned 

in the following are interconnected, which provides great opportunity to meet various concerns at 
once. Timely material under meeting preparation has dropped 7% from last year’s 3.67 rating, 

represents diversity under membership has dropped 12% from last year’s 4.33 rating, members 
prepared under membership has dropped 12% from last year’s 4.33 rating, members motivated 

has also dropped 12% from last year’s 4.33 rating, action recommended has dropped 8% from 

last year’s 4.33 rating, sufficient facilitation under meeting conduct has dropped 12% from last 
year’s 4.33 rating, feeling of accomplishment under meeting conduct has dropped 12% from last 

year’s 4.33 rating, keeps group on task under chair has dropped 8% from last year’s 4.33 rating 

and finally, ensures follow through under chair has dropped 8% from last year’s 4.33 rating.  

There are many implications of significance among these rating decreases. First, ratings from 

2007 were substantially consistent across the group, with 3.67 and 4.33 as the overall most 
chosen rating in every category. That consistency has been broken in 2008; rating decrease is the 

only consistent feature to the 2008 findings. Also significant is the interconnectedness of the 

decreased categories, as discussed above. Some concern would suggest that because the chair 
doesn’t keep group members on task or ensure follow through, coupled with a lack of respect 

and motivation from group members as a whole, there is little feeling of accomplishment, lack of 
appropriate group facilitation, lack of timely material and lack of diversity represented among 

the group. 
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In terms of progress in rating movement, accurate agenda under meeting preparation has climbed 

9% from last year’s 3.67 rating, and accurate minutes under meeting preparation has climbed 9% 
from last year’s 3.67 rating. It seems the group has improved administratively, but not otherwise. 

It appears that the Generation Working Group has various concerns stemming from a lack of 
motivation and mutual group member respect and a chair that may be falling behind in keeping 

the group on task and ensuring follow through. Now, very importantly, the group ratings in each 

category never fall below a rating of 3, suggesting that there is no substantially negative rating, 
but rather, suggesting expressed concern by group members that these areas need attention and 

have room for improvement. Administratively, the group is encouraged by the accuracy of the 
minutes and agenda kept for group meetings. Dynamically, however, the group shares decreased 

ratings for optimum group morale.  

Listed below is the single verbatim response provided from the Generation Working Group 
relating to group member suggestions or concerns:  

“1) Need to pro-actively review the SPP Criteria sections that the GWG has input/control over.  
2) To increase accountability, when seeking input about criteria questions, I would like to see the 

members listed with their response (or lack of response).”
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Chart 8: Human Resources Committee, 2008 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 33 

Within the Human Resources Committee, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 

4.11 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a tiny 1% 
lower rating than last year’s overall score of 4.16, suggesting little movement in this group’s 

overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.29. This is a neutral rating, and 

suggests that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either undecided or in need of improvement. 

Overall, categorical rating movement is the most consistent of any other group. Movement of 

significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for timely material under meeting 
preparation down significantly by 17% from last year’s 4.14 rating, keeps group on task under 

chair, which is down 8% from last year’s 4.33 rating and ensures follow through under chair, 

which is down 11% from last year’s 4.33 rating. 

It is significant to note that the few rating decreases evident are substantially lower. This drop 

suggests that multiple group members share concern over the timeliness of material in meetings, 
and the capacity of the chair to keep groups on task and ensure meeting follow through. 

Verbatim responses suggest that there is high instance of neutral ratings as a result of many new 

and/or uncertain group members. This neutrality may contradict the consistency of the group and 
simply imply that the members are too new to increase or decrease last year’s ratings without 

more experience. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Human Resources Committee specifically 
concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 

concerns:  

 “I am new to the committee- certain responses that are neutral simply reflect a lack of 
experience to provide a more accurate assessment.” 

“Many times meeting material is so voluminous that as summary would be helpful.” 

“This committee deals with some topics which require significant expertise specific to the item. 
The committee is frequently able to utilize a third party expert to provide insight.” 
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“I rated our membership representation as neutral, because I find that we often do not have many 
members participating in these meetings. I rated our expertise as neutral because I find that we 
are asked to address financial advisors for employee benefits, and I am not certain that this group 
is adequately trained for that particular assignment.” 

“In the short time I have spent with this group, all I can say is it is an excellent committee and 
that the Chair does on amazing job facilitating the meetings.” 
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Chart 9: Market and Operations Policy Committee, 2008 
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Within the Marketing and Operations Policy Committee, the mean score for the group’s 

aggregate ratings is 4.05 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree 
side. This is a small 3% higher rating than last year’s overall score of 3.94, suggesting little 

movement in this group’s overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.26. This is a neutral rating, and 

suggests that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either undecided or in need of improvement. 

Overall, categorical ratings remained consistent with 2007. Movement of significance (up or 

down by more than by 5%) should be noted only for useful information under meeting 
preparation, which dropped 5% from last year’s 4.11 rating. 

In terms of increased ratings, keeps group on task under chair has increased 7% from last year’s 

4.05 rating, and ensures follow through under chair has increased 6% from last year’s 3.94 
rating. 

It appears that the Marketing and Operations Policy Committee has stayed consistent in their 
ratings, suggesting a strong group dynamic. There is small, mounting concern regarding the 

chair’s ability to keep groups on task and ensure follow through, but neither rating dropped 

below a 4, suggesting that this concern is minor, but still worthy of attention. Verbatim responses 
suggest that most problems stem with other working groups. The negative stigma regarding 

coordination and dependency on other working group decisions is mounting and might be of 

more concern if the situation gets worse. Also noted is an emerging dissension among group 
members concerning regional versus local interests, as well as a lack of group member 

preparation. Some claim that few members actually prepare for meetings, so that during the 
meetings, those unprepared simply agree with those who have the information to make decisions. 

Compelling feelings are present regarding this inefficient decision-making process. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Marketing and Operations Policy Committee 
specifically concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member 

suggestions or concerns:  
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 “I prefer that presentations be made available with the meeting materials or as a supplemental 
handout at the meeting. My preference is to take notes on the presentation, for the presentation 
and the meeting materials are not typically sequenced and easily followed.” 

“Items not on the agenda are presented without material being handed out prior to meeting or 
when they are being presented. This seems to be occurring more often and I would like to have 
these items prior to presentation.” 

“The minutes tend to be rather sanitized and specific controversial points, on occasion, have had 
to be inserted at the ratification of the minutes.” 

“Agenda/Background items are usually sent out at the 11th hour. It becomes very confusing to 
follow the speaker’s presentation or papers when these things are out of order. It would be 
beneficial if someone on staff could keep the group on track with the material covered during the 
meeting by stating the page numbers/location.” 

“Sub-committee and task force chairs need to provide meeting materials in a more timely fashion 
for distribution ahead of MOPC meeting. 

“Materials are dependent on the working group’s effectiveness.” 

“Many are viewing the material for the first time when they arrive. Those contributing at the 
meetings are typically the usual slate of candidates.” 

“Many members do not have the background, expertise or interest in understanding the subjects 
that are often discussed. Members do not come to the meeting prepared with a 
position/understanding of each subject and oftentimes appear prepared to simply vote to approve 
items blindly relying on the work of the underlying working groups. Members should come to 
the meetings prepared to discuss, rather than just prepared to approve items. Some MOPC 
members seem completely disconnected to their underlying working group representatives and 
will take alternate positions. Often this is not out of a new and particular insight, but out done if 
it appears to serve them well politically at the time.” 

“While it is often difficult for everyone, some members seem unable to put the needs of the 
region as a whole ahead of their commercial interests.” 

“May need to insure that members are looking for the good of SPP.” 

“Lack of constructive input and preparation slows down the MOPC's effectiveness. Most don't 
take the time to get engaged until it becomes hotly contested at the MOPC, at which time the 
discussion turns from productive to uncertain, typically resulting in a delay of an action item 
until the next meeting, giving folks a chance to go back and do their due diligence.” 

“Would like to see more issues debated at one MOPC meeting and then deferred for a vote at the 
next MOPC meeting. This gives folks more time to consider comments and vent within our 
company.” 
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“Rehash of details that have been previously reviewed in the underlying working groups is 
inefficient.” 

“Members that do not understand the subject, rather than trying to learn and get engaged, simply 
distance themselves. Just because a member is a Director, Vice President, General Manager... 
they shouldn't be afraid to say ‘hey I don't understand’....” 

“Because of poor communication between MOPC and sub-committees the group Chairs do not 
come to MOPC meetings prepared, nor do they keep their groups informed of activities at 
MOPC. Work is underway to improve this.” 

“John does an excellent job as chair & clearly makes efforts to understand the issues being 
brought to the group from all areas.... even when it is beyond his normal area of 
expertise/knowledge/responsibility. The chair at times appears to hold back his opinions on 
subjects. When he feels such situations he should feel free, as a member of the group, to express 
his opinion. If necessary, handing over the responsibility to the vice chair on particular items.” 

“Until members are willing to rely on the reviews, evaluations and recommendations of MOPC's 
underlying working groups, I doubt that much improvement in the performance of the MOPC 
can be achieved.” 

“Less effective because so many of the members are not prepared or equipped to actively 
participate in the subjects before the group.” 

“The reorganization effort was poorly handled. The reorganization of the working groups should 
not be left to a food fight between the groups to establish their own responsibilities and 
relationship with other groups.” 

 

 

 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 39 

Chart 10: Market Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Market Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 4.11 on 

the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a small 4% higher 
rating than last year’s overall score of 3.94, suggesting slight movement in this group’s overall 

perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.30. This is a neutral rating, and 

suggests that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either undecided or in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for 

timely material under meeting preparation, which has decreased 5% from last year’s 3.91 rating, 
accurate minutes under meeting preparation, which is down 6% from last year’s 4.27 rating, and 

represents diversity under membership, which is down 6% from last year’s 4.45 rating. 

The Market Working Group experienced some of the most significant increase in categorical 
ratings. Increases of significance should be noted for useful information under meeting 

preparation, which has increased 8% from last year’s 4.00 rating, necessary expertise and skills 
under membership, which has increased 7% from last year’s rating of 3.73, members prepared 

under membership, which has increased a profound 16% from last year’s 3.27 rating, sufficient 

facilitation under meeting conduct, which has increased 8% from last year’s 3.70 rating, seeks 
input under chair, which has increased 7% from last year’s 4.20 rating, supportive and respectful 

under chair, which has increased 7% from last year’s 4.20 rating, and keeps group on task, which 

has increased 8% from last year’s 3.70 rating. 

It appears that the Market Working Group has improved group morale from 2007 as a result of 

more motivated/prepared group members, which has created better group facilitation and overall 
experience, as well as consensus concerning the chair’s ability to seek input from and guide the 

group members. There is minor concern with the accuracy of meeting minutes, and interestingly, 

minor concern with group diversity. Ratings are so consistent that it is not surprising to find 
concern with group diversity as a more diverse group might have revealed more diverse ratings. 

Verbatim responses suggest that there is little group diversity because there is such a broad 
spectrum of topics to discuss – group dissent/diversity is perhaps not left to discuss. 
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Listed below are verbatim responses from the Market Working Group specifically concerning 

categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or concerns:  

 “The SPP EIS market is still young and dynamic. I think MWG does a good job of dealing with 
situations that require meeting content to adjust accordingly.” 

“Group has made a good effort to develop a standard agenda so that well in advance of the 
distribution of the agenda participants know what to expect in terms of the order of the meting.  
Members are encouraged to add items to the agenda. Group is flexible enough to add items to the 
agenda on short notice so long as there are no objections. Group makes every attempt to avoid 
adding late last minute items or meetings on subjects that impact other working groups.” 

“This group addresses so many different topics of the market that to get expertise in all areas is 
probably not practical without each member relying on others in his/her organization. This group 
could use some transmission representation. At times this group battles the individual agendas of 
members versus what may be best for the market and the ability to implement the solution.” 

“The MWG has improved in the last year, but there are still many members that do not engage in 
the discussions. This is a very common working group problem & MWG appears to be above 
SPP average, but it is still a challenge.” 

“Since some issues are of a very complex nature and the integration of the multiple systems, 
there are times when staff may need to step in and provide for additional training. There are 
many items that need additional background material to bring the group to a better level of 
understanding. This is a balance of time to get some of this accomplished.” 

“We need more ACTIVE members.” 

“The chair has a very difficult job because of the diversity of the issues before this group. They 
must rely on staff to provide certain support to make sure that the results meet the needs of the 
task assigned.” 

“Discussions wonder at times but it is the result of the subjects of discussion.  These subjects are 
at times brainstorming discussions about new ideas and possibilities.  They are also often 
information gathering discussions attempting to understand SPP practices or systems that are not 
well understood (or documented).” 

“Overall I think the MWG does a good job.” 
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Chart 11: Model Development Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Model Development Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate 

ratings is 4.24 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is 
a small 3% lower rating than last year’s overall score of 4.37, suggesting little movement in this 

group’s overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.50. This is a neutral rating, and 

suggests that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either undecided or in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted first 

regarding meeting preparation; accurate agenda is down by 7% from last year’s rating of 4.50, 
timely material is down 8% from last year’s rating of 4.33, useful information is down 7% from 

last year’s rating of 4.50, accurate minutes is down 7% from last year’s rating of 4.50. Also, 

dissent heard under meeting conduct is down 7% from last year’s 4.50 rating, seeks input under 
chair is down 6% from last year’s 4.60 rating, and ensures follow through under chair is down 

9% from last year’s 4.60 rating. It should be noted that all categories under meeting preparation 
experienced decrease in ratings and half of the categories under chair decreased in ratings. As 

pointed out for a previous group, however, no rating fell below 4, suggesting that despite the 

abundance of expressed concern, ratings are still high enough that the decrease is not terribly 
significant, but still worthy of attention. 

In terms of progress in rating movement, feelings of group accomplishment under meeting 

conduct increased 5% from last year’s 4.00 rating. 

It appears that the Model Development Working Group has ultimate concern with meeting 

preparation, which ties into the effectiveness of the chair at seeking input and ensuring follow 
through, as well as the communication of dissent among group members. It is a bit 

counterintuitive that despite these concerns, there is a small increase in the feeling of meeting 

accomplishment. These concerns may be suggesting the group has administrative problems, but 
not group dynamic problems. This is positive because administrative problems can oftentimes be 

fixed easier than problems concerning group morale and shared support. Verbatim responses also 
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suggest that there is severe disagreement regarding model usage. This too may contribute to the 

decreased rating concerning communication of dissent among group members. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Market Working Group specifically concerning 

categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or concerns:  

“Presently, what I have been told is that the base models are considered to be the STEP Models, 
this (as others) IS WRONG!!! The Base Models should be the MDWG models since the STEP 
process is a planning process. The MDWG Models should ONLY reflect projects that are 
Planned (Projects Funded And Approved By Each Member) and not Exploratory Projects.  
Exploratory Projects should be included (or as part of) some planning process (STEP, TSR, GIR, 
Load Studies, etc.). The SPP Members need one set of models that reflect what is considered as 
"The True Models," and that is what MDWG is about. Thus the MDWG models should be the 
True Models since the MDWG is the entity charged with building the base models!” 

“I don't believe having the MDWG report to the TWG is a good idea. Most of the activities of 
SPP start with and depend on the accuracy of the models and I believe it has been a long time 
since the modeling effort (once the primary purpose of SPP) has gotten the respect that it 
deserves. It is probably not possible for the MDWG as a whole to oversee in detail the models 
used by the varying groups in SPP. It might help if the responsibilities were split up into sub 
groups of the MDWG, some working with Chris, some with Bob, some working on MW-mile 
models, etc.” 
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Chart 12: Operation Model Development Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Operation Model Development Working Group, the mean score for the group’s 

aggregate ratings is 3.68 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the neutral 
side, inching toward an agree rating. This is a 6% lower rating than last year’s overall score of 

3.91 suggesting the group had minor expressed need for improvement in 2007 and has become 
more concerned with this need in 2008. 

The effectiveness score is lower than the overall score, at 3.00. This is a completely neutral 

rating, suggesting that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other 
groups is either greatly undecided or also in need of improvement. 

This group had the most decrease in group member rating, as well as, the lowest overall score. 
Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) should be noted for all 

categories underneath meeting preparation, meeting conduct and chair, suggesting that group 

members express substantial concern for almost all dynamics of the group. Specifically 
regarding meeting preparation, accurate agenda is down by 8% from last year’s 4.00 rating, 

timely material is down 8% from last year’s 4.00 rating, useful information is down 8% from last 
year’s 4.00 rating and accurate minutes is down 8% from last year’s 4.00 rating. Concerning 

meeting conduct, members focused dropped 12% from last year’s 4.17 rating, action 

recommended is down 12% from last year’s 4.17 rating, sufficient facilitation is down 12% from 
last year’s 4.17 rating, dissent heard is down 8% from last year’s 4.00 rating and feeling of 

accomplishment is down 12% from last year’s 4.17 rating. Finally regarding the chair, seeks 

input is down 13% from last year’s 4.00 rating, supportive and respectful is down 13% from last 
year’s 4.00 rating, keeps group on task is down 8% from last year’s 3.80 rating, and ensures 

group follow through is down 13% from last year’s 4.00 rating.  

There are many implications of significance to these decreased ratings. Most importantly, there 

is consensus concerning the decrease; 2007 ratings are as consistent as the 2008 decreased 

ratings. Also important to note is that the membership category is the only one NOT to receive 
decreased ratings, suggesting that most problems do not stem with group members, but rather 

with the chair. This is also substantiated by the highest decrease in ratings evident in the chair 
category.  
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In terms of progress in rating movement, members motivated under membership climbed 5% 

from last year’s 3.50 rating. This further qualifies the claim made above concerning a strong 
group dynamic with consensus regarding shared concern about the chair, which affects the 

meeting conduct, which also affects meeting preparation. More motivated membership might 
suggest that members have bonded through this shared concern. 

It appears that the Operation Model Development Working Group has confidence in the ability 

and quality of group members, but mounting concern regarding the group leadership, the group’s 
effectiveness and the group’s administrative structure. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Operation Model Development Working Group 
specifically concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member 

suggestions or concerns:  

 “Seems like it has been a long time since this group has had a meeting.” 

“This group is really for members with transmission operational responsibilities and therefore 
does not have broad representation.” 

“This working group is unique in that due to its scope it is not necessary that it meet regularly. 
Likewise, due to the scope of the work of the working group, the need for membership diversity 
is limited. That being said, when the group is called upon to meet, I feel that the group is 
effectively led and members actively participate and perform to achieve the desired goal.” 
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Chart 13: Operating Reliability Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Operating Reliability Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate 

ratings is 4.09 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side, and 
provides this group with one of the highest overall scores. This is a tiny 2% lower rating than last 

year’s overall score of 4.19, suggesting little movement in this group’s overall perception of 
itself. 

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score at 4.00, but still also provides this 

group with one of the highest effectiveness scores. This rating is on the agree side and suggests 
that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is confident. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) is noted most 
substantially in the chair category. Under chair, seeks input has decreased 11% from last year’s 

4.38 rating, supportive and respectful has decreased 9% from last year’s 4.50 rating, keeps group 

on task has decreased 11% from last year’s 4.38 rating, and ensures follow through has 
decreased 14% from last year’s 4.25 rating. Under meeting preparation, timely material 

decreased 10% from last year’s 3.60 rating, under membership, represents diversity decreased 
5% from last year’s 4.11 rating, and under meeting conduct, sufficient facilitation decreased 6% 

from last year’s 4.38 rating.  

In terms of increased ratings, under meeting preparation, accurate agenda increased 5% from last 
year’s 4.22 rating, useful information increased 6% from last year’s 4.10 rating, and necessary 

expertise/skills increased 5% from last year’s 4.22 rating. 

The Operating Reliability Working Group has quite varied survey results. Verbatim responses 
suggest that the counterintuitive results are created by the presence of a new chair. A new chair 

has undoubtedly created a transitional phase for this working group, which is reflected by the 
varied results. Membership diversity decreased, but the membership expertise/skills increased. 

Finally, there is administrative concern expressed regarding the timeliness of material for 

meeting preparation, which is minor compared to the other concerns expressed for 2008. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Operating Reliability Working Group specifically 

concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 
concerns:  
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 “Meeting materials should be provided sooner.” 

“Meeting materials are being provided in a more timely manner, but there always seems to be 
last minute changes that don't get out to the group until the day of the meeting.” 

“Late changes in meeting dates and locations increase travel costs. Meeting materials only arrive 
1-2 days before the meeting. This is not sufficient time to review prior to the meeting.” 

“Jason Smith and Robert Rhodes are good representatives for SPP and do a good job of 
facilitating our meetings.” 

“Could always have materials out more in advance of the meeting.” 

“Participation by a few members seems to be dropping.” 

“Jim has only been chair for one meeting. I think it would be unwise to draw any conclusions 
from that.” 

“Chair ratings are based on the chair who resigned in the spring of 2008.” 

“Although the Chair has changed throughout the year, the group has done well.” 

“Good working relationship between members currently.” 

“At time the groups time is spent on topics that are not reliability issues because another group 
simply refers it the ORWG.”  

“We have a new chair and the group is fully seated at this time. This should help our 
effectiveness in the new year.” 

“Robert Rhodes and Jason Smith provide leadership and real operating experience to the group. I 
appreciate the SPP engagement in following NERC Standards and interest in coordinating 
ORWG comment submittals” 

“IMHO, we have an effective group, no way near perfect, but one that can function as charged 
by the SPP BOD.” 
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Chart 14: Operations Training Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Operations Training Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings 

is 4.58 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the strongly agree side, 
providing this group with one of the highest overall scores. This is a small 4% higher rating than 

last year’s overall score of 4.41, suggesting slight movement in this group’s overall perception of 
itself (which was already substantially high). 

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 4.00, but still also provides this 

group with the highest effectiveness score. This rating is on the agree side and suggests that 
internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is confident. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) cannot be noted for any 
decrease in ratings. This is the only group with no significant decrease by more than 5%. In 

terms of rating increases, there are five large enough to be noted. Members motivated under 

membership rose 21% from last year’s 3.67 rating, action recommended under meeting conduct 
increased 5% from last year’s 4.33 rating, seeks input under chair increased 10% from last year’s 

4.33 rating, and ensures follow through increased 7% from last year’s 4.33 rating. The 
relationship between the increased ratings seems to stem from a respectful and supportive chair. 

That leadership creates a respectful and supportive group, which then generates motivation and 

actionable decisions in meetings. 

It appears that the Operations Training Working Group has improved a group morale that was 

already substantially high. The increased ratings were consistent among most categories. 

Verbatim responses qualify the positive results discussed above by repeating the themes of 
engaged, prepared and innovative group members, as well as good leadership from the group 

chair. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Operations Working Group specifically 

concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 

concerns:  

 “This is one of the better working groups I have been on.” 
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“The meeting agenda is followed during the meetings but is updated as necessary between 
meetings to keep members current. This is for both the conference calls and face-to-face 
meetings.” 

“Great job by SPP staff to help facilitate the working group.” 

“A lot of the minutes and other materials are provided by Jim Gunnell’s group. The materials are 
always well prepared and on time.” 

“OTWG members attend, participate and assist at both Spring and Fall System Operators 
Conferences. The members are diverse in areas of expertise and great to work with.” 

“Like with all groups, some just come to have something on their resume. As a whole they are 
very very good.” 

“This is a well diversified group.” 

“More engagement from all OTWG members would increase its effectiveness.” 

“OTWG members discuss items in a professional manner. Conduct has been addressed only once 
during my three years as a member.” 

“The chair is excellent.” 

“The OTWG Chair is a motivator for the entire group. He ideas are great for SPP.” 

“The OTWG has tried to address the communication channels between the pool and connected 
companies in the event of an actual system restoration. There has been little progress with 
acquiring a more reliable communication system. 

The OTWG is one of the hardest working groups in SPP. If you look at their accomplishments, 
they speak for themselves.  

“Great group! Open to new ideas.” 
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Within the Oversight Committee, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 4.19 on the 

scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is 9% lower rating than 
last year’s overall score of 4.57, suggesting slight decrease in this group’s overall perception of 

itself (the rating still didn’t fall below a 4, however, suggesting that there is only concern, not 
significant perceived decrease enough to drop down to a 3 rating). 

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 3.33. This is a neutral rating, 

suggesting that group member perception of themselves in comparison to other group members 
is either greatly undecided or also in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) is noted in every 
category, heavily in meeting preparation and meeting conduct. It is important to note that only 

three group members participated in the survey, meaning that decreased ratings reflect the 

opinions of only three group members. Under meeting preparation, accurate agenda fell 14% 
from last year’s 4.67 rating, timely material fell 21% from last year’s 4.67 rating, useful 

information fell 7% from last year’s 4.67 rating, and accurate minutes fell 14% from last year’s 
4.67 rating. Under meeting conduct, members focused fell 14% from last year’s 4.67 rating, 

action recommended fell 14% from last year’s 4.67 rating, sufficient facilitation fell 14% from 

last year’s 4.67 rating, dissent heard fell 7% from last year’s 4.67 rating, and feeling of 
accomplishment fell 7% from last year’s 4.67 rating. Necessary expertise/skills under 

membership has decreased 7% from last year’s 4.67 rating, members motivated under 

membership has dropped 13% from last year’s 5.00 rating, keeps group on task under chair 
dropped 7% from last year’s 5.00 rating, and ensures follow through dropped 20% from last 

year’s 5.00 rating. 

There were no significant rating increases to report. 

The Oversight Committee has dropped in almost every rating across categories for 2008. Despite 

consistent decreases, there is still no score low enough to warrant a disagree or strongly disagree 
rating. Again, it is also important to consider the low number of responses to the group, which 

might also reinforce the low group morale – it literally displays the lack of group participation. 

There were no verbatim responses provided by this committee.
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Chart 16: Regional Tariff Working Group, 2008 
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Within the Regional Tariff Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 

4.12 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a tiny 2% 
lower rating than last year’s overall score of 4.22, suggesting tiny movement in this group’s 

overall perception of itself. 

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 3.44. This is a neutral rating, 

suggesting that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either greatly undecided or also in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) is noted most 

significantly under the chair and membership categories. Under chair, supportive and respectful 
dropped 8% from last year’s 4.67 rating, keeps group on task dropped 7% from last year’s 4.56 

rating, and ensures follow through dropped 12% from last year’s 4.44 rating. Regarding 

membership, represents diversity dropped 5% from last year’s 4.60 rating, necessary 
expertise/skills dropped 6% from last year’s 4.50 rating, members prepared dropped 6% from 

last year’s 3.60 rating, and members motivated dropped 9% from last year’s 4.40 rating. Also, 
under meeting conduct, members focused dropped 6% from last year’s 4.40 rating, and feeling of 

accomplishment under meeting conduct dropped 5% from last year’s 4.40 rating. 

In terms of rate increases, timely material under meeting preparation jumped by 17% from last 
year’s 3.00 rating, and members prepared under membership climbed 6% from last year’s 3.60 

rating.  

There appears to be a relationship among decreased confidence in the group’s chair and lack of 
member focus and motivation. The lack of an accurate agenda is a fixable administrative 

problem, but may also be ultimately tied to the lack of motivation as well. Verbatim responses 
suggest that there is group dissent concerning group member preparation, presence and focus at 

meetings. These comments would lean more toward a group member dynamic problem. It should 

be noted that despite the significant decreased ratings, there is still no rating below a 3.50, 
suggesting that while there is growing concern in these areas, it does not yet warrant a disagree 

or strongly disagree rating. 
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Listed below are verbatim responses from the Regional Tariff Working Group specifically 

concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 
concerns:  

“Oftentimes we receive meeting material the night before a meeting. This is not conducive to 
proper preparation for a meeting. Maybe there should be a cutoff after which the topic is deferred 
until the next meeting.” 

“Oftentimes the agenda and meeting materials are not sent out until right before the meeting. 
Some members need to travel the day before the meeting in order to make the meeting start time. 
Sometimes materials are e-mailed the day of the meeting during the meeting itself. This practice 
is not conducive to having WG members prepared for the discussion during the meeting.” 

“Materials are occasionally distributed the evening prior to a meeting; that is too late.” 

“Still having some issues related to getting information out timely. This has improved 
tremendously. Have to admit, I am sometimes the cause.” 

“Meeting preparation continues to be an area of improvement.” 

“The RTWG has broad SPP member diversity and most SPP member type perspectives are 
represented on every topic.” 

“There are times, as the group works through an issue, that it seems we did not accomplish 
anything. Some issues require a great deal of attention to reconcile.” 

“Much time spent on ‘word-smithing’, but appropriate given the current quality of language 
provided by legal.” 

“SPP staff oftentimes provide no facilitation and only offer comments when directly asked even 
though the discussion that is taking place begs for said facilitation and direction from staff.  It 
appears that information that could be useful to members is not shared with the group although 
some members have had the benefit of same information from staff outside of the meeting.” 

“One area of growth for RTWG participants would be to limit calls and Internet activity not 
relevant to the RTWG task at hand.” 

“Chair is excellent.” 

“The chair has done a very good job with this working group.” 

“The RTWG Chair has shown good skill in facilitation and continues to refine this skill. The 
RTWG members appear to respect the RTWG Chair's leadership. The present chair has the right 
expertise and temperament to lead this group.  He is effective in his quiet leadership style.” 
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“1) SPP does not seem to be able to file tariff changes in a timely manner, except for the high 
profile ones, or at a minimum, they seem to get lost, 
 2) SPP staff seems to have lost their focus on the priorities. Whether other members like to 
acknowlege it or not, the SPP exists because of the TOs, and the operation of the grid. This 
includes getting Rev. Req. updates filed and enacted in the billing process on time. This is 
becoming more and more critical as the TOs start using formula rates. It is essential that SPP get 
its organization aligned in such a manner to keep this updates going on time. I should also say 
that a major anchor in the process is getting the zonal cost allocators out of engineering for the 
various BPF projects. These allocators should be calculated and posted with the STEP plan so 
they do not slow down the regulatory process. I would suggest that staff compensation should be 
tied to the successful performance of these updates.” 

“I do have concerns with the long timeframe in which regulatory filing are made. I believe that 
SPP could devote more staff resources in order to ensure that timely compliance filings are 
made.” 
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Chart 17: Strategic Planning Committee, 2008 
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Within the Strategic Planning Committee, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 

4.31 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a tiny 2% 
lower rating than last year’s overall score of 4.40, suggesting tiny movement in this group’s 

overall perception of itself.  

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 3.50. This is a neutral rating, 

suggesting that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either greatly undecided or also in need of improvement. 

Categorical movement of significance (up or down by more than by 5%) is noted most 

significantly under the meeting preparation category. Concerning meeting preparation, accurate 
agenda decreased 8% from last year’s 4.56 rating, timely material decreased a huge 17% from 

last year’s 4.44 rating, and accurate minutes decreased 14% from last year’s 4.56 rating. Also, 

under meeting conduct, action recommended decreased 8% from last year’s 4.56 rating, and 
sufficient facilitation decreased 6% from last year’s 4.56 rating. 

In terms of rating increases, members prepared under membership climbed 5% from last year’s 
3.60 rating. 

There appears to be administrative issues concerning meeting preparation, which could have a 

relationship with the decreased scores for feeling of accomplishment in meetings. If members do 
not feel that meetings accomplish results, this spills over to affect the amount of action 

recommended and success of facilitation during meetings. These administrative concerns might 

also be tied in with the chair’s lack of follow through. There is only one rating that is as low as 
3.70, suggesting that the emerging concerns have not yet reached a rating of disagree, but need 

attention to ensure improvement. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Strategic Planning Committee specifically 

concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 

concerns:  

 “I agree that the minutes are an accurate reflection of the outcomes reached in this committee's 
discussion but this is a very important committee with lots of health supporting and dissenting 
discussion on each issue. I believe we should have much more detailed minutes of this group to 
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look back on as needed. I would suggest a clerical person to attend these meetings and take 
detailed notes for minutes rather than burdening the SPP senior staff with such a duty.” 

“I am involved in several regional organizations. SPP is the most organized in terms of its 
meetings, its structure, and even its website. I have nothing to recommend for improvements. 
Keep up the good work. I may not agree with all outcomes but that is the nature of the 
participatory structure. But I cannot find any fault with the organization and process. It works 
well.” 

“There should be a discussion of participation by non-SPC members at strategic retreats. The 
policy should be clearly articulated.” 
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Chart 18: System Protection and Control Working Group, 2008 
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Within the System Protection and Control Working Group, the mean score for the group’s 

aggregate ratings is 4.49 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree 
side. This is a substantial 15% increase from last year’s overall score of 3.90 suggesting 

substantial positive movement in this group’s overall perception of itself. 

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 3.86. This is a neutral rating, 

heavily leaning toward the agree side, suggesting that internal group perception in comparison to 

external contrast with other groups is either fairly undecided or in need of slight improvement. 

Categorical increase of significance (up by more than 5%) is noted in every category. In that 

regard, I will only record the amount of the increase for each category. This group has by far the 
highest increase in ratings across categories than any other group. Under meeting preparation, 

accurate agenda climbed 10%, timely material climbed 14%, useful information also climbed 

14%, and accurate minutes climbed 13%. Concerning membership, represents diversity climbed 
21%, necessary expertise/skills climbed 7%, members prepared climbed 14%, and members 

motivated climbed 12%. Regarding meeting conduct, members focused climbed 29%, action 
recommended climbed 14%, sufficient facilitation climbed 14%, dissent heard climbed 17%, and 

feeling of accomplishment climbed 6%. Finally, concerning chair, seeks input climbed 23%, 

supportive and respectful climbed 17%, keeps group on task climbed 18%, and ensures follow 
through climbed 13%. 

There are only increased ratings to report for the System Protection and Control Working Group. 

A group that had already high ratings in 2007 climbed again to top the charts in 2008. This group 
has highly successful group dynamic and perception as a team. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the System Protection and Control Working Group 
specifically concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member 

suggestions or concerns:  

“It would have been helpful at times if the meeting materials were available further in advance. 
This hasn't been a major issue.” 

“The members are experts in System Protection and Control; however, they are sometimes asked 
by their assignments to be experts on load flows and system planning. These tasks should be 
given to more appropriate groups.” 
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Chart 19: Transmission Working Group, 2008 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 66 

Within the Transmission Working Group, the mean score for the group’s aggregate ratings is 

3.95 on the scale of 1 to 5. This translates as an overall rating on the agree side. This is a small 
3% higher rating than last year’s overall score of 3.82 suggesting little movement in this group’s 

overall perception of itself. 

The effectiveness score is slightly lower than the overall score, at 3.45. This is a neutral rating, 

suggesting that internal group perception in comparison to external contrast with other groups is 

either greatly undecided or also in need of slight improvement. 

Categorical downward movement of significance (down by more than by 5%) is noted only 

under membership, represents diversity is down 8% from last year’s 3.85 rating. 

In terms of rate increases, the most increased ratings are under meeting preparation. Accurate 

agenda increased 7% from last year’s 4.00 rating, timely material increased a huge 20% from last 

year’s 2.38 rating (but is still a low 2.87), and useful information increased by 5% from last 
year’s 4.00 rating. Members focused under meeting conduct increased 7% from last year’s 3.62 

rating, dissent heard under meeting conduct increased 5% from last year’s 3.92 rating, and 
feeling of accomplishment under meeting conduct increased 5% from last year’s 3.62 rating.  

There appears to be lingering administrative issues for this group concerning the timeliness of 

material, this low 2.87 rating is the lowest recorded by any group in the survey. While a 20% 
improvement rating is substantial, the rating itself is still very low compared to others. There 

appears to be a relationship between members being focused as it affects their feeling of 

accomplishment and sharing of dissent. Overall, the Transmission Working Group has had a 
positive climb in 2008, but still expresses lingering issues from 2007, which need attention. 

Listed below are verbatim responses from the Transmission Working Group specifically 
concerning categories in the chart above and/or relating to group member suggestions or 

concerns:  

 “Multiple requests by Ronnie Frizzell to make sure that ALL meeting materials are out in 
advance of the meeting by a week are still not being met.” 

“Getting materials out prior to meetings in time for members to have time to review is a 
problem.” 
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“Most meeting materials are provided a few days in advance. This is good, but often, at least 
some meeting materials are not provided until the day before or occasionally even during the 
meeting. I understand that some things can change at the last minute, and we need to be 
adaptable, but I believe this is area is where the biggest improvements can be made.” 

“Submission of meeting materials that are complete and organized/numbered and provided in 
time for appropriate review and consideration to include a list of all items that were to be 
followed up on from previous meetings with results.” 

“As of late, TWG has been having weekly conference calls and often times meeting materials are 
not provided until the morning of the call. At a minimum, those materials should be provided at 
least 24 hours prior to the start of the call.” 

“Meetings are very informative and productive.” 

“Meeting material being posted a week ahead would let members come prepared. If the materials 
can't be posted a week ahead, then it shouldn't be on the agenda.” 

“The group has the skills for the planning function but lack the overall experience and authority 
to move into more of the policy issues.” 

“Ronnie keeps everyone from wandering in the wilderness too much.” 

“Overall, I'm glad to have him as chair. It is a big job, and I appreciate the time and effort that he 
puts into it.” 

“Very focused group and interested in getting things done. Pleasure to work this group.” 

“The TWG needs to react quicker and stay more involved with transmission planning and 
construction issues as they relate to the tariff.” 

“One issue that has not been a problem at the last couple of meetings, but has been in the past, is 
the adequacy of the meeting facility.  Problems have included the room being to small and 
construction next door as in the Little Rock meeting of November 2007, or noisy air conditioning 
equipment and bad microphones making it difficult to hear as in the St. Louis meeting of August 
2007, or the room not being prepared with adequate tables and chairs as in the Tulsa meeting of 
February 2007. Perhaps efforts have already been made to improve in these areas, as the last 
couple of meetings have gone well.” 

“The TWG needs to broaden its scope and membership to include expertise on tariff issues 
dealing with transmission expansion. The TWG needs to coordinate better with other SPP WG's 
dealing with transmission tariff issues and policy. The TWG needs to get more involved in 
reviewing NERC Reliability Standards dealing with planning that are posted for comment.” 

“Staff should post all meeting materials at least one week before the meeting.  Meeting 
scheduling should be done carefully to avoid election days, as in the case of the sub-regional 
meeting scheduled in Kansas City for November 4th.” 
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“SPP Staff/Secretary should provide prepared documents for final review/editing based on 
members' comments/direction to reduce discussion time in order to complete each meeting and 
teleconference agenda by using WebEx and live meeting editing with overhead projector. 
Secretary should advise Chair of time limitations as necessary in order to complete agenda. 
Secretary should maintain and distribute task list with status and results of each project/meeting 
item prior to each meeting/teleconference.” 

“TWG is supposed to review and approve many SPP studies, but the assumptions and 
methodologies behind the studies are not necessarily explained or are explained with just a 
minimal amount of details. Thus, SPP Staff should strive to review study assumptions and 
methodologies with the TWG prior to conducting studies, and explain when and why there was a 
departure from the initial assumptions and methodologies. When a study had to be started prior 
to TWG review of the assumptions and methodology, staff should strive to present the 
assumptions and methodologies to the TWG as soon as possible. When Staff writes a report 
concerning a study that was required by the SPP Criteria, NERC Standard, PSC, etc., the 
requirements of the Criteria/Standard and associated study results should be presented in the 
report such that it is clear that the requirements of the Criteria/Standard were addressed by the 
study. TWG is supposed to review and approve SPP studies, but it is not always clear about 
whether the requirements in the Criteria/Standards were addressed by the study." 
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Overall 

This analysis presents average scores for the attribute categories by committee/working group. 

Chart 20: Average Scores for Meeting Preparation, 2008 

 

OT – Operations Training Working 

Group 

SPC – System Protection and Control 

Working Group 

CG – Corporate Governance 

Committee 

CIP – Critical Infrastructure 

Protection Working Group 

FIN – Finance Committee MD – Model Development Working 

Group 

Avg. – All working groups/ 
committees averaged together 

MOP – Market and Operations Policy 

Committee 

MKT – Market Working Group OR – Operating Reliability Working 

Group 
CHG – Change Working Group SP – Strategic Planning Committee 

OVR – Oversight Committee BP – Business Practices Working 

Group 
RT – Regional Tariff Working Group COS – Cost Allocation Working 

Group 

HR – Human Resources Committee XMN – Transmission Working Group GEN – Generation Working Group OMD – Operation Model 

Development Working Group 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 70 

The Operations Training Working Group, System Protection and Control Working Group and 

the Corporate Governance Committee achieved top average scores for meeting preparation; 
opportunities for improvement are available for the Operation Model Development Working 

Group, Generation Working Group and the Transmission Working Group. 
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Chart 21: Average Scores for Membership, 2008 
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The Operations Training Working Group, Corporate Governance Committee and the Strategic 
Planning Committee achieved top average scores for membership; opportunities for 
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improvement are available for the Transmission Working Group, Operation Model Development 

Working Group and the Change Working Group. 
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Chart 22: Average Scores for Meeting Conduct, 2008 
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The System Protection and Control Working Group, Operations Training Working Group and 
the Corporate Governance Committee achieved top average scores for meeting conduct; 
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opportunities for improvement are available for the Operation Model Development Working 

Group, Market and Operations Policy Committee and the Transmission Working Group. 
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Chart 23: Average Scores for Chair, 2008 
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The chair of the Operations Training Working Group, System Protection and Control Working 
Group and the Corporate Governance Committee achieved top averaged scores; opportunities for 
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improvement are available for the Operation Model Development Group, Operating Reliability 

Working Group and the Change Working Group. 
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Chart 24: Average Scores for Effectiveness, 2008 
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The Operating Reliability Working Group, Operations Training Working Group and the System 
Protection and Control Working Group achieved top scores for organizational effectiveness; 
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opportunities for improvement are available for the Operation Model Development Working 

Group, Generation Working Group and the Market and Operations Policy Committee. 
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Chart 25: Average Scores for Overall, 2008 
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The Operations Training Working Group, System Protection and Control Working Group and 
the Corporate Governance Committee achieved top overall scores; opportunities for 
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improvement are available for the Operation Model Development Working Group, Transmission 

Working Group and the Generation Working Group. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions and recommendations below offer an outsider’s perspective to the survey findings. 
While internal SPP personnel will undoubtedly uncover further implications more specific in 

nature to each group, MARKETSEARCH provides below overall recommendations that could apply 

to the SPP organizational groups in entirety. 

• Consider revision or clarification of the working group and committee decision-making 

process. There is evident friction and mounting negative stigma concerning the coordination 
of effort and information between working groups and committees. As the organizational 

groups are to work as a system, there is need to motivate all members to rely on each 

working group and committee as a valuable asset to the system as a whole. 

• Consider motivational exercises for each working group and committee to generate loyalty 

and connectedness among members. The high instance of decreased ratings for meeting 
preparation and other administrative issues suggests that group members may be 

overwhelmed with so many other issues that they are neglecting the administrative process of 

keeping meeting minutes, meeting agendas, etc, which implies that they are probably not 
attending to any relationship maintenance. Relationship building is often a key feature to 

successful group dynamic. 

• Consider revision of workloads among working groups and committees, as multiple 

committees held consensus regarding a lack of ability to cover all topics delegated to them in 

full. Perhaps a hierarchy of items might be presented to each group alongside meeting 
agendas so that important items are covered first.  

• Personal accountability is an issue among survey respondents. Many groups claim a need for 
record of each group member’s participation in each meeting. While this may seem invasive, 

perhaps more inconspicuous measures could be taken to ensure and enhance group 

participation by all members in equal effort through: delegation of assignments by group 
chairs, responsibility given to a different group member at each meeting concerning an 

executive summary of various meeting topics or decisions to be made, or a team approach 
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whereby working groups and committees are divided down to project teams so that multiple 

assignments can receive attention at once and still merit discussion during meeting times. 

• Communication to all working groups and committees as a system needs improvement as the 

mounting negative stigma (discussed above) from group to group could cause a breakdown 
in the entire process. Every working group and committee needs expressed value from 

leadership. Just as category ratings were not compared against one another for importance, 

working groups and committees should not feel in hierarchy to one another. Leadership must 
cultivate the perception of value, power and achievement in all groups. Group chairs would 

best serve as liaisons of this message from SPP leadership to working group and committee 
members. 

Regarding future survey efforts: 

• To increase survey respondent participation, consider providing either a monetary or non-
monetary incentive. The incentive could be a gift certificate (such as an Amazon.com gift 

card, American Express prepaid credit card, etc.), a paid day off from work, etc. Selection to 
receive the incentive would be administered through a random drawing from the pool of 

survey respondents. 

• To provide additional insight into the perceived value and utility of a committee or working 
group by its members, add a “likelihood to recommend” question to the current survey. For 

example, after question twelve, insert a question such as, “How likely would you be to 

recommend to other SPP staff members that they consider volunteering to join the [name of 

committee/working group]?” 
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APPENDIX A: CLOSING VERBATIM RESPONSES  

Comments below are in response to the closing question requesting that members provide three 
suggestions to enhance group effectiveness. Many comments regard all working groups and 

committees, while some are specific in nature. They are included below, instead of divided 
among groups and committees above because most comments either merely add value to other 

verbatim responses provided, or they could improve effectiveness of all committees when taken 

together. In an effort to keep all verbatim responses as authentic as possible, MARKETSEARCH 
performed little grammatical correction. Thus, verbatim responses may or may not exhibit style 

and spelling similarity to other survey findings. 

 “Better coordination in scheduling by all groups.” 

“Could implement something like the PRR process to make changes being discussed more 
transparent / structured. Perhaps not going so far as the full/rigid PRR process, but utilization of 
the forms & posting to track progress on items might help maintain organization of issues.” 

“Have a more focused understanding for the different groups in SPP. Some work groups in SPP 
seem to be concerned with issues outside of their area to the detriment of those groups tasked 
with the issues.” 

“Increase participation from overall SPP membership” 

“Occasionally hold a cross-working group meeting between MWG and CWG.” 

“Need more Operations participation, need more BA participation.” 

“CWG seems to be working fine as is. Would like to see SPP keeping better track of projects that 
affect the members. There seems to be a lot of activity in the Settlements area that the CWG 
should have more information concerning.” 

“Need to be more introspective about how to keep participation in SPP at a peak, not just 
problem resolution. Need to be more active in preparing educational presentations for members 
to use in their communities. Need to be structuring committees to always have several options 
for leadership replacement.” 

“We need replacement representation from OK. Joyce Davidson has not had success finding a 
replacement since retirement. What can we do to encourage Commissioner Cloud? Also, 
representation from LA, NM and NE would be helpful.” 

“CIPWG, through its NERC CIPC representation, should provide to MOPC a more detailed 
reporting of what is going on with critical infrastructure protection at the national level. Our 
industry is under the microscope at the federal level and we need to ensure that MOPC is aware 
of what that means. 
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2. CIPWG should, either collectively as a group or individually by its members (or both), stay 
connected to and actively involved in the NERC CIP standards development process.   
3. Member companies participating in CIPWG should be encouraged to involve operations and 
physical security personnel in the working group, in addition to cyber security personnel.” 
 
“1. More consistency in attendance on part of certain members.   
2.  Explore opportunity to conduct table-top exercise.  
3.  Facilitate member collaboration to promote uniformity of CIP standards compliance within 
region.  
4.  Seek expanded membership from smaller entities.” 

“1. I still believe the MOPC structure is not effectively organized to keep pace with the dynamics 
of the increasing number of complex issues it must address.  

2.  While I believe we have a good annual structure of topics to cover, I wonder whether there is 
a common agenda segment that should be developed for brief discussion / review at each 
meeting- primarily oriented to credit review, budget performance, etc. I'm not certain of this, but 
do believe it may warrant some consideration.  
3.  I wonder whether the Finance Committee should address with the CFO the key financial -
related objectives for SPP at the beginning of the year as a vehicle to make sure we are 
addressing more than just the routine matters.  
4.  Some issues take too long to resolve (e.g., aircraft ownership structure).This is not unique to 
the Finance Committee. SPP doesn't have a strong decision-oriented approach to many of the 
issues before it.” 

“The Finance committee operates effectively and efficiently. Other committees could learn from 
this. It does have an advantage in that the number of members is much less than most 
committees. Collaboration is important but SPP should focus on making decisions faster with 
less analysis. We are not going to get it perfect.” 

“This group would benefit from having members who were particularly focused on HR-related 
issues (and financial issues if the investment management function stays with the HR 
committee).” 

1.) This group may need a task force or assignment of tasks to other groups to keep the important 
items moving forward. To accomplish everything before this group takes almost a full time 
employee dealing with nothing but items before the group. This will become even more difficult 
as the group moves forward with market design.   
2.) There should be a requirement that any PRR before this group be presented by the requestor 
or a representative of the requestor.   
3.) MOPC should give this group a priority list of tasks assigned and when they are expected to 
be accomplished to help keep this group on track for their deliverables.” 

“WebEx allows for meeting attendance on Internet to reduce the traveling cost, but it has not 
been used in a consistent manner.” 
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“The MDWG needs to better define a lot of the actions in takes in model building adding them to 
the Model Development Manual, make MOD more user friendly and allow more control of the 
projects in MOD by the person (deleting, without SPP approval) that submits them, have quicker 
turn around on updates to any Manuals, Meeting Minutes, Model Updates, etc. and finally QUIT 
planning meetings at locations and at times that allow for sporting events (baseball, football, any 
other). Some members don't like sports and would much rather get to the meeting, conduct the 
business and return home.” 

“1.  Finalize the reorganization, which we just completed.   
2.  Engagement in the MOPC activity by the various working group chairs. Nothing going on at 
the MOPC should ever be a surprise to them.   
3.  More communication across the working groups and various committees.   
4.  We always like to form new task forces or committees, which usually results in the same 
people from organizations getting more work to do at the SPP. Need to better balance SPP staff's 
abilities and the need to continually create task force.” 

“More policy discussion and less debate about subcommittee reports. Change leadership so that 
one TO and one TDU are Chairman and Vice-Chairman at all times. Provide time for future 
policy issues facing industry.” 

“Must fix the transmission service request process - Simply telling the customer that service is 
available 4 or 5 years in the future at a customer funded price of millions of $$$$$'s is not 
acceptable. Must fix seams issues! Just because the "Southern Mafia" has refused to upgrade 
their system for years is no excuse for denying transmission service to customers in the SPP 
footprint.” 

“Working groups spend months discussing/debating/deciding recommendations for MOPC. The 
MOPC normally gets the information packet roughly a week before the meeting. The size is 
usually 300 pages +. This is simply not enough time to vet these agenda issues through my 
company. (This is typical for smaller stakeholders that don't have numerous staff assigned to 
multiple SPP committees/working groups). The limited amount of review time by the MOPC 
does not do justice to the committees' efforts in getting the data to the MOPC. This can and does 
impact the outcome of votes. I suggest discussing major/controversial items at the meeting, but 
holding the vote until the next meeting (which could be a teleconference to save on travel/time). 
Once you get on this cycle, the MOPC would still be casting votes at each meeting with 2 
meeting cycles of review time under their belts.” 

“The group needs to do a better job of holding the SPP staff accountable for the prioritization of 
Market and Operations matters.  The staff seems to have difficulty prioritizing projects and the 
MOPC is the most informed position to establish proper priorities.” 

“Chairs of sub-groups need to understand their commitment extends beyond their group's 
meetings. They are the connection to the MOPC for communications in both directions. 

The meetings seem to stay on time and task, however sometimes it feels like we rush to be on 
schedule. Having an option to lengthen the meeting if needed might help that. I know that is 
tough to do with people’s schedules.” 
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“The RTWG should not be asked to address issues until after they are approved. A possible need 
to modify tariff language should not cause an issue to be slowed down until tariff language is 
determined. It seems several times over the last couple of years the RTWG has voted to not do 
something that another group has said needs to be done. This should not be allowed as the initial 
group should be the experts on the issue and the RTWG should be the group that develops the 
tariff language, not tells the initial group that their decision is wrong.” 

“More engagement by members, more commitment for preparation by members, members to be 
more concerned with resolving issues.” 

“More joint meetings between MWG and ORWG; restructure will most likely necessitate 
monthly ORWG meetings; need to be careful that ORWG does not grow so large in membership 
that it becomes ineffective.” 

“I believe that more time should be allotted for the meeting depending on the agenda. Meeting 
material should be set out ASAP. Meeting locations should be larger.” 

“1) I think balanced representation on all the SPP working groups is vital. It doesn't have to be 
complete stakeholder representation on each working group, but balanced between the voting 
members.” 

“Staff secretaries should have limited duties outside of being the secretary of their working group 
to allow more focus on facilitation of the group. It should be more like a role of a project 
manager rather than trying to do it as a side job.” 

“Make a distinct separation between SPP Reliability and SPP Market. ORWG need to focus on 
reliability actions over market actions.” 

“Provide the meeting material at least 1 week before the meeting.” 

“The ORWG is the only working group I am a member of.” 

“Have OMDWG conference calls at least once or twice a year to discuss how we are doing and 
what we could improve upon.” 

“OMDWG is in ‘monitor’ mode, reviewing on a yearly basis the effectiveness of implemented 
processes and procedures. OMDWG completed the scope 2 years ago, developed processes and 
procedures and made changes to SPP Criteria. We had a workshop in November 2007 and all 
participants want to keep the OMDWG working group. We are planning to have a next 
workshop this November 2008. The purpose of that workshop will be: 1) Develop a new scope 
for OMDWG. The new scope will include ongoing review of implemented processes and 
procedures, 2) Catch up with and review of new available technologies for data exchange.         
Tim Miller will be the new chair of the OMDWG and he will check with all members what 
changes need to be made to current roster. 

“The OWTG is doing a great job. No recommendations at this time.” 
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“Let them do their work, they need very little, if any guidance.” 
 

“Maybe more face to face meetings, more train the trainer items.” 

“More involvement from all members, more results oriented, streamline facilitation of 
meetings.” 

“SPP Manager must be present for all meetings. SPP must provide better budget flexibility, if 
SPP upper management believes Training (compliance) is important.” 

“Sometimes the RTWG gets bogged down in attempting to change wording during the meetings.  
The secretary should take note of the wording issue and the chair should assign a small group to 
work on the wording to bring back to the next meeting.” 

“More accurate language development by legal to minimize the ‘word-smithing.’” 

“1. Staff, especially senior staff that attend this meeting need to play a more active role in 
facilitating this group and be more forthcoming with information to the entire group and not just 
a select few.   
2. The meeting materials and agenda need to be sent out at least 3 days prior to the meeting and 
not the evening before, and especially not during the meeting, which is counter productive to the 
members being as prepared as they can.   
3. SPP needs to have better audio equipment for those who have to participate via teleconference 
when not able to be at the meeting in person. The current equipment or lack thereof is pretty 
much useless and makes meaningful participation by phone impossible.” 

“1) Would like to not have everything be a ‘crisis’” 

“1) Meeting Preparation: As great strides have been made, there is still some room for 
improvement in the timeliness and quality of meeting materials. 2) As described above, RTWG 
participant focus can be improved. Outside calls and Internet access can, at times, act as a 
deterrent to achieving the task at hand. 3) 2 Day Meetings: It appears that the RTWG is often 
times rushed on topics which require great attention to detail. A movement to a standing two day 
meeting would ensure comprehensive discussion and timely action. 

“1. Suggest less tariff language word-smithing in meetings and more on conference calls to make 
face time more productive. 
2. Suggest more use of conference calls to reduce meeting and travel schedules.  
3. Suggest more fly in, fly out type meetings and use of the DFW Hyatt at least occasionally and 
consider travel time cost in deciding on meeting locations.” 

“Make sure all meeting material is issued far enough in advance to allow review by the 
committee prior to the meeting.” 

“1. Improved communication with MOPC and Board/Members Committee, 
 2. Solicit comments from non-SPC members” 
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“1. Need more volunteers to go on NERC Standard Drafting Team Meetings and provide 
feedback to SPP SPCWG group, 
2. Need specific guidance from SPP RE group on standard development,   
3. Need more members as workload increases, 
4. Effective follow-up system on action items.” 

“Make sure the members actually attend; Some members have proxies for several years now; 
Replace members who do not participate.” 

“Needs to begin to focus on more of the policy issues, has more work than time will allow for 
completion, need better interface with other groups.” 
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APPENDIX B: 2007 SURVEY COMPARISONS  



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 90 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 91 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 92 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 93 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 94 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 95 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 96 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 97 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 98 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 99 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 100 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 101 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 102 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 103 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 104 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 105 

 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 106 



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 107 

APPENDIX C: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

[Name of Committee/Working Group] – 2008 Organizational Effectiveness Survey 

Thank you in participating in this survey. From your perspective as a member, chair or secretary 

of the organizational group listed above, please thoughtfully answer all questions. 

1. My position on this organizational group is that of a… 

o Member 
o Chair 
o Secretary 

 

2. Please rate the organizational group’s MEETING PREPARATION: 

 Strongly    Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

The agenda reflects the actions to be      
taken during the meeting. 

Meeting materials are provided in a      
timely manner. 

The information provided prior to      
the meeting is utilized during the 
meeting. 

Meeting minutes are an accurate      
reflection of the meeting. 

 

3. Additional comments: 
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4. Please rate the organizational group’s MEMBERSHIP: 

 Strongly    Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

Membership represents the      
diversity of the SPP organization. 

Membership has the necessary      
expertise and/or skills to 
accomplish its goals. 

Members come prepared to      
meetings. 

Members are committed to      
participate and accomplish the 
group’s goals. 

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

 

5. Additional comments: 
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6. Please rate the organizational group’s MEETING CONDUCT: 

 Strongly    Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

Members are focused during      
discussion. 

Decisions are identified and      
action is recommended. 

Facilitation is sufficient to      
guide discussion. 

Dissenting voices are heard.       

I depart with a feeling that we      
have accomplished something. 

 

7. Additional comments: 
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8. Please rate the organizational group’s CHAIR: 

 Strongly    Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

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

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

The chair keeps the group on task.       

The chair ensures follow-through      
on questions and commitments. 

 

9. Additional comments: 
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10. Please indicate other organizational groups whose meetings you regularly attend. 
Choose all that apply. 

o Business Practices Working Group 
o Change Working Group 
o Corporate Governance Committee 
o Cost Allocation Working Group 
o Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 
o Finance Committee 
o Generation Working Group 
o Human Resources Committee 
o Market Working Group 
o Markets and Operations Policy Committee 
o Model Development Working Group 
o Operating Reliability Working Group 
o Operation Model Development Working Group 
o Operations Data Working Group 
o Operations Training Working Group 
o Oversight Committee 
o Regional State Committee 
o Regional Tariff Working Group 
o Strategic Planning Committee 
o System Protection and Control Working Group 
o Transmission Working Group 

 

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

 

12. Compared to other groups in which I participate, this organizational group is… 

o Significantly less effective 
o Less effective 
o Equally effective 
o More effective 
o Significantly more effective 
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13. Please share any additional comments about the organizational group’s effectiveness: 
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APPENDIX D: THE ORG REPORT, OCTOBER 2008 

A copy of the October Org Report is included here as a resource to offer further context for 
survey findings. 

 

 

 



Corporate Governance Committee

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Nick Brown * Southwest Power Pool

Kevin Easley Grand River Dam Authority State Agencies TO

Jim Eckelberger SPP Board of Directors

Cindy Holman Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority Municipal TU

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy
Independent Power 
Producer TU

Stephen Parr Kansas Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. Cooperatives TU

Mel Perkins Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company Investor-Owned TO

Stacy Duckett Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Finance Committee

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Larry Altenbaumer SPP Board of Directors Director

Trudy Harper Tenaska Power Services Co.
Independent Power 
Producer TU

Kelly Harrison Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

David Sartin American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Harry Skilton * SPP Board of Directors Director

Gary Voigt Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation Cooperative TU

Tom Dunn Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Human Resources Committee

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Larry Altenbaumer SPP Board of Directors Director

Phyllis E. Bernard * SPP Board of Directors Director

Darrell Dorsey
Board of Public Utilities (Kansas 
City, KS) Municipals TU

Trudy Harper Tenaska Power Services Co. Independent Power Producer TU

Mike Palmer
The Empire District Electric 
Company Investor-Owned TO

Richard Spring Kansas City Power and Light Investor-Owned TO

Tom Dunn Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Oversight Committee

First Name Last Name Position Company Sector TO/TU

Joshua Martin * Chairman SPP Board of Directors

Phyllis E. Bernard Director SPP Board of Directors

Julian Brix Director SPP Board of Directors

Stacy Duckett Staff Secretary Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
                                                   4 of 20



Strategic Planning Committee

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Ricky Bittle Arkansas Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TU

Jim Eckelberger SPP Board of Directors Director

Les Evans KEPCo Cooperatives TU

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy Independent Power Producer TU

Joshua Martin SPP Board of Directors Director

Mike Palmer The Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owner TO

Mel Perkins Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company Investor-Owner TO

Harry Skilton SPP Board of Directors Director

Richard Spring * Kansas City Power and Light Investor-Owner TO

Mike Wise Golden Spread Electric Cooperatives TU

Tim Woolley Xcel Energy Investor-Owner TO

Michael Desselle Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Markets and Operations Policy Committee

First 
Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Bob Adam Board of Public Utilities (Kansas City, KS) Municipals TU

Kristy Ashley Exelon Generation Investor-Owned TU

Ricky Bittle Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives TU

Jeffrey Brown Coral Power Marketers TU

Gregory Coco Cleco Power Investor-Owned TU

Steve Corneli NRG Power Marketing, Inc Marketers TU

Alan Derichsweiler Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO       

Bill Dowling ** Midwest Energy, Inc. Cooperatives TO       

Anthony Due GRDA State Agencies TO       

Stephen Easley Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned TO       

Les Evans Kansas Electric Power Coop Cooperatives TU

Steve Ferry Mid Kansas Electric Complan Cooperatives TO       

Ronald Gary Lafayette Utilities System Municipals TU

William Grant Southwestern Public Service Investor-Owned TO       

Edd Hargett East Texas Electric Coop., Inc. Cooperatives TU

Barry Huddleston Dynegy Power Marketing Marketers TU

Carl Huslig ITC Great Plains Independent Transmission Companies TU

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy Independent Power Producers TU

Paul Johnson American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO       

Brett Kerr Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent Power Producers TU

Jeff Knottek City Utilities of Springfield, Misssouri Municipals TU

Jacob Langthorn Oklahoma Gas & Electric Investor-Owned TO       

Leroy Lutes Aquila, Inc. Investor-Owned TU

Paul Mahlberg City Power & Light (Independence, MO) Municipals TU

John Olsen * KGE-Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO       

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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Markets and Operations Policy Committee

Errol Ortego LEPA State Agencies TU

David Osburn Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority Municipals TU

Dennis Price El Paso Merchant Energy, L.P. Marketers TU

Robert Priest Clarksdale Public Utilities Municipals TU

Eddy Reece Rayburn Country Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TU

Andrew Rosenlieb Entergy Power Ventures Independent Power Producers TU

Richard Ross American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO       

Neil Rowland Kansas Municipal Energy Agency Municipals TU

Kevin Smith Tenaska Power Services Co. Independent Power Producers TU

Edward Stoneburg Trans-Elect Development Independent Transmission Companies TU

Tom Stuchlik Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO       

Rick Tyler Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TU

Rick Veatch Aquila Power Investor-Owned TU

Robert Walker Cargill Power Markets, LLC Marketers TU

Bary Warren The Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owned TO       

Cameron Warren Entergy Services Investor-Owned TU

Larry Warren TexLa Electric Cooperative, Inc. Cooperatives TU

Jimmy Wever Public Service Comm. of Yazoo City, MS Municipals TU

Noman Williams Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO       

Michael Wise Golden Spread Electric Coop Cooperatives TU

Richard Wolfinger
Constellation Energy Commodities Group, 
Inc Marketers TU

Walter Yeager Duke Energy Americas Marketers TU

Carl Monroe Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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Business Practices Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Seth Berend Calpine Independent Power Producer TU

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy Independent Power Producer TU

Jenni Leger Tenaska Independent Power Producer TU

David Lemmons
Southwestern Public Service 
Company Investor-Owned TO

Rick McCord Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owned TO

Richard Ross American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Robert Walker ** Oklahoma Gas & Electric Investor-Owned TO

Grant Wilkerson * Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

Jimmy Womack Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Co-Chairman
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Change Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

William Beck Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives TU

Darryl Boggess Western Farmers Electric Coop. Cooperatives TO

Jonathan Chadbourne Dogwood Energy, LP Independent Power Producers TU

Jessica Collins Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Angela Easton Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Independent Power Producers TU

James Fife
Entergy Power Ventures                           
(Physical Systems Integration,LLC) Independent Power Producers TU

Terry Gates American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Donald Hargrove OG&E Investor-Owned TO

Jim Jacoby American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Jim McAvoy OG&E Investor-Owned TO

Jim Medford Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

Ronald Spicer Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned TO

Tim Wilson Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owned TO

Michael Wise Golden Spread Electric Coop Cooperatives TU

* Chairman
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Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Mark Amyette Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Dewayne Ashford OG&E Investor-Owned TO

John Breckenridge Aquila, Inc. Investor-Owned TU

Larry Craddock Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

David Crayne Empire District Electric Co. Investor-Owned TO

John Hurley American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Paul Lampe City of Independence Municipals TU

Robert McClanahan * Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation Cooperatives TU

Sandy Meyers City Utilities of Springfield, MO Municipals TU

Steve Moll Westar Energy Westar Energy TO

Sam Mutasem Dogwood Energy, LLC Independent Power Producer TU

Keith Overland Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO

Paul Pack Board of Public Utilities Municipals TU

Michael Veillon Cleco Corporation Investor-Owned TU

Kevin Perry Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Generation Working Group

First 
Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Jessica Collins Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Andrew Lachowsky Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation Cooperatives TU

Brock Ondayko American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Mike Sheriff OG+E Electric Services Investor-Owned TO

Bryan Taggart Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

Bill Valagura Calpine Energy Services Independent Power Producers TU

Mitchell Williams * Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

Harvey Scribner Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Market Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Gene Anderson OMPA Municipals TU

Gary Clear OG&E Investor-Owner TO

Jessica Collins Xcel Energy Investor-Owner TO

Patricia Denny Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owner TO

Angela Easton Calpine Independent Power Producer TU

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy Independent Power Producer TU

James Liao Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

Rick McCord Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owner TO

Tambra Offield East Texas Electric Coop., Inc. Cooperatives TU

Richard Ross * American Electric Power Investor-Owner TO

Max Sherman Aquila, Inc. Investor-Owner TU

John Stephens City Utilities of Springfield Independent Power Producer TU

Keith Sugg ** Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives TU

Grant Wilkerson Westar Energy Investor-Owner TO

Emily Davis Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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Model Development Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

John Boshears City Utilities of Springfield Municipal TO

Mike Clifton OG+E Electric Services Investor-Owner TO

Joe Fultz ** Grand River Dam Authority State Agencies TO

Rene Miranda Xcel Energu Investor-Owner TO

Scott Rainbolt * American Electric Power Investor-Owner TO

Eddy Reece Rayburn Country Electric Cooperatives TU

Scott Schichtl Arkansas Electric Cooperative Co Cooperatives TU

Brian Wilson Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owner TO

Harvey Scribner Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Co-Chairman
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Operating Reliability Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Jason Atwood Calpine Corporation
Independent Power 
Producer TU

Brian Berkstresser Empire District Electric Investor-Owner TO

William Grant Southwestern Public Service Investor-Owner TO

Allen Klassen ** Westar Energy Investor-Owner TO

Scott Lockwood American Electric Power Investor-Owner TO

Danny McDaniel CLECO Corporation Investor-Owner TU

Steve Massey Westar Energy Investor-Owner TO

Keith Sugg Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives TU

Jim Thompson
Constellation Energy Commodities Group, 
Inc. Marketers TU

Jim Useldinger * Kansas City Power & Light Company Investor-Owner TO

Noman Williams Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO

Jason Smith Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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Operation Model Development Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Jimmy Durham AEP Investor-Owned TO

Jim Gilmer Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Donald Hargrove OG&E Investor-Owned TO

Bo Jones Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

David Sargent Southwestern Power Administration
SPP Contract 
Participant

Mitchell Williams Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

Noman Williams Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO

Harold Wyble Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned TO

Tim Miller Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Operations Data Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Karl Bodenheimer Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned TO

Matthew Bordelon Cleco Power, LLC Investor-Owned TU

Bob Cochran Southwestern Public Service Co Investor-Owned TO

David Crayne Empire District Electric Co. Investor-Owned TO

Richard Hixson Southwestern Power Administration
SPP Contract 
Participant

Jim Jacoby American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Pete Kuebeck OG+E Electric Services Investor-Owned TO

Bud Rogers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

Mike Sauber * Aquila, Inc. Investor-Owned TU

Jon Wirtz Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

Mark Worf Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO

Scott Aclin Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Operations Training Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Richard Appel
Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation Cooperatives TO

Michael Crouch OG&E Electric Services Investor-Owned TO

Ronald Green American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Bo Jones Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

John Kerr * GRDA State Agency TO

Mark MacDonald Cleco Power Investor-Owned TU

Fred Meyer
Empire District Electric 
Company Investor-Owned TO

Michael Wech **
Southwestern Power 
Administration SPP Contract Participant

Jim Gunnell Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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Regional Tariff Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Gene Anderson OMPA Municipals TU

Robert Bowser Kansas Electric Power Cooperative Cooperatives TU

David Brian ** East Texas Cooperatives Cooperatives TU

Bill Dowling Midwest Energy, Inc. Cooperatives TO

Angela Easton Calpine Corporation
Independent Power 
Producer TU

Steve Ferry Sunflower Electric Power Corp. Cooperatives TO

Mark Foreman Tenaska Power Services Co.
Independent Power 
Producer TU

Ronald Gary Lafayette Utilities System Municipals TU

Robert Janssen Redbud Energy
Independent Power 
Producer TU

David Kays Oklahoma Gas & Electric Investor-Owned TO

Bernard Liu Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Charles Locke Kansas City Power & Light Investor-Owned TO

Robert Pennybaker American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Mike Proctor Missouri Public Service Commission
Non-voting State 
Regulatory

Dennis Reed * Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

Robert Shields Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives TU

Bary Warren The Empire District Electric Company Investor-Owned TO

Mitchell Williams Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

Michael Wise Golden Spread Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TU

Patrick Bourne Southwest Power Pool

Gerrud Wallaert Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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System Protection and Control Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

Bud Averill American Electric Power Investor-Owned TO

Louis Guidry Cleco Power LLC Investor-Owned TU

Tim Hinken Kansas City Power & Light Company Investor-Owned TO

Doug Jackson AEP Investor-Owned TO

Shawn Jacobs Oklahoma Gas & Electric Investor-Owned TO

Heidt Melson Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Lynn Schroeder * Westar Energy Investor-Owned TO

Mathew Thykkuttathil Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO

Ken Zellefrow City Utilities (Springfield, MO) Muncipals TU

Mak Nagle Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
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Transmission Working Group

First Name Last Name Company Sector TO/TU

John Chamberlin City Utilities of Springfield, MO Municipals TO

Frank Chen Aquila Power - Aquila Inc. Marketers TU

John Chiles East Texas Cooperative Cooperatives TU

Philip Crissup Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. Investor-Owned TO

Ronnie Frizzell * Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. Cooperatives TU

John Fulton Xcel Energy Investor-Owned TO

Joe Fultz Grand River Dam Authority State Agency TO

Tony Gott Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. Liaison Member

Tom Littleton Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority Municipals TU

Charles Long Entergy Services, Inc. Liaison Member

Sam McGarrah Empire District Company Investor-Owned TO

Matthew McGee AEP Investor-Owned TO

David Sargent Southwestern Power Administration SPP Contract Participant

James Simms Cleco Power, LLC Investor-Owned TU

Donald D. Taylor Westar Energy, Inc. Investor-Owned TO

Jim Useldinger Kansas City Power & Light Company Investor-Owned TO

Mitchell Williams Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Cooperatives TO

Noman Williams ** Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Cooperatives TO

Rachel Hulett Southwest Power Pool

* Chairman
** Vice Chairman
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 1. Congestion

Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

% of Binding 
Dispatch Intervals 60% 61% 44% 25% 23% 72% 72% 48% 70% 77% 68% 42% 42%

% of Breached 
Dispatch Intervals 2% 3% 1% 3% 4% 2% 3% 7% 11% 13% 10% 7% 7%

% of Congested 
Dispatch Intervals 62% 62% 45% 28% 26% 74% 74% 52% 73% 80% 72% 45% 45%

in hours Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

TLR Time 1011 1221 807 646 766 1207 1125 1603 2297 3209 2511 1351 1358
Binding & Breached 
Time 486 581 402 216 202 655 641 527 826 1213 878 460 500

Over Limit Time 59 50 37 15 9 14 14 6 14 21 19 6 22

GW curtailed 83.9 98.0 60.6 28.0 38.2 83.5 74.4 98.2 146.0 76.3 39.6 37.4

* GW curtailed data for October was not available when this report was published.
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 1. Congestion

in hours Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

Level 3A 874 1067 675 499 590 892 808 1302 1953 2769 2165 1089 1170
Level 3B 106 113 104 81 106 105 81 137 242 271 232 166 127
Level 5A 1 13 38 40 51 193 212 134 38 73 70 64 30
Level 5B 0 4 2 9 9 8 3 9 4 12 15 6 6

TLR by Level
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 2. Regional Control Performance

CPS1 Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08
>150% 8 6 5 4 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 6
100%-150% 8 10 11 12 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 12 10
<100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Violation if any 1 Balancing Authority has a violation in a 12 month period.

CPS1 Compliance 
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CPS2 Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08
>95% 15 15 14 14 15 15 15 11 11 12 11 11 14
90-95% 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 5 5 4 5 5 2
<90% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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 2. Regional Control Performance

BA's with a CPS1 value of <100% are non-compliant

CPS2 Compliance 
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Type Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

Network ($000) $22,356 $24,798 $20,672 $23,732 $25,798 $25,068 $24,701 $24,756 $23,804 $23,284 $24,820 $28,415 $26,078

Firm PTP ($000) $5,509 $5,951 $5,657 $5,357 $5,752 $5,877 $6,033 $6,308 $6,363 $6,889 $6,506 $6,081 $5,732

Non-Firm PTP ($000) $2,557 $3,539 $2,996 $3,007 $3,055 $2,175 $2,261 $1,876 $2,010 $2,415 $2,473 $3,193 $2,934

N

Firm PTP (MM MWh) 1.02 1.20 1.17 0.98 1.05 1.20 1.09 1.15 1.39 1.65 1.63 1.43 1.44
Non-Firm PTP (MM MWh) 0.57 0.66 0.67 0.57 0.51 0.34 0.31 0.20 0.38 0.44 0.45 0.75 0.74
Total 3.45 3.26 3.32 3.39 3.14 3.44 3.45 3.09 3.60 3.94 3.82 3.41 3.28
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 3. Transmission Utilization Proxy
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MP Max 168 286 168 168 1647 168 168 168 168 314 168 168 201 1685 168 168
MP Avg 28 34 27 25 36 27 27 26 26 29 24 24 28 37 24 27
MP Min -54 -145 -28 -29 -65 -4 -5 -20 -4 -3 -53 -56 -3 -66 -70 -4
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 4. EIS Prices and Price Range
  October 2008

AECC AEPM EDEP GRDX GSEC KBPU KCPS KEPC KPP MIDW OGE OMPA SECI SPSM WFES WRGS

29.82

AECC AEPM EDEP GRDX GSEC KBPU KCPS KEPC KPP MIDW OGE OMPA SECI SPSM WFES WRGS
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 4. EIS Prices and Price Range
  12 months from November 2007 through October 2008

AECC AEPM EDEP GRDX GSEC KBPU KCPS KEPC KPP MIDW OGE OMPA SECI SPSM WFES WRGS

MP Max 580 536 544 530 2302 548 548 543 556 971 537 537 833 2229 537 551
MP Avg 54 57 51 51 64 50 50 51 51 54 53 53 53 64 53 51
MP Min -156 -153 -155 -157 -409 -175 -175 -156 -155 -167 -153 -153 -165 -418 -153 -161
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Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

EIS Uplift ($000's) -709 -1,506 -2,914 -1,289 -1,455 -5,376 -4,731 -2,829 -2,852 2,582 366 36 1,255

1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
The RNU Task Force has been re-convened and is studying the reasons, and possible solutions,
for the wide variation in RNU.  The Task Force will also establish appropriate target ranges for RNU.
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 5. Congestion - Uplift

EIS Uplift
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Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

Dispatchable MW 8,349    8,482    9,151    9,255    9,222    8,527    8,495    8,980    11,884  13,348  12,340  10,473  8,407    

Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

Avg Daily Sales (MWh) 32,204  34,747  34,325  33,541  31,372  35,581  40,661  40,499  50,812  54,867  51,848  41,435  37,296  

Avg Daily Sales ($) 1,595    1,623    1,585    1,813    1,644    2,237    2,883    2,451    4,078    4,561    3,176    1,424    1,096    
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 6. Market Liquidity

Total Offered MW 22,809  22,495  23,864  24,564  23,566  21,950  22,304  24,015  29,833  32,283  31,009  26,762  23,101  

% of Total Offered 37% 38% 38% 38% 39% 39% 38% 37% 40% 41% 40% 39% 36%
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2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Budgeted Net Revenue Required ($000's) 38,322$        44,391$        45,688$        52,819$        61,462$        
Budgeted Load (000's) 245,776        253,489        258,556        288,649        312,496        
Budgeted NRR / Budget Load 0.156$          0.175$          0.177$          0.183$          0.197$          

Approved Admin Fee 0.15              0.16              0.16              0.19              0.19              

Actual Net Revenue Required ($000's) 33,443$        38,415$        49,549$        49,691$        49,192$        
Actual Load (000's) 245,571        267,239        286,446        301,053        246,160        
Actual NRR / Actual Load 0.136$          0.144$          0.173$          0.165$          0.200$          

EIA-411 Load Growth Forecast -0.37% 3.05% -0.60% 1.80% 2.10%

Actual Load Growth -1.60% 8.82% 7.19% 5.10%

Note 2:  Actual load growth for 2008 will not be calculated until year end.

Note 1:  Budgeted 2008 figures cover the entire 2008 calendar year, while actual 2008 figures cover
             the period through the date of this report.
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 7. SPP Admin Fee Performance

Approved SPP Admin Fee
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Cumulative Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08

Actual Operating Expense ($000's) 6,956 13,934 20,559 28,637 35,926 43,924 50,969 59,334 67,084 75,612 84,236 92,889

Budgeted Operating Expense ($000's) 6,743 13,348 22,626 30,893 38,913 47,559 55,800 64,730 72,862 80,794 88,893 96,948

Variance: Fav / (Unf) (213) (586) 2,067 2,256 2,987 3,635 4,831 5,396 5,778 5,182 4,657 4,059

% of Variance -3% -4% 9% 7% 8% 8% 9% 8% 8% 6% 5% 4%
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 8. Budget Performance Monitor

12 month Cumulative Operating Expense
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Oct-
07
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08

May-
08

Jun-
08

Jul-
08

Aug-
08

Sep-
08

Oct-
08

% of Transmission 
Payment $ Received After 
the Due Date

2.3% 2.9% 0.1% 5.6% 0.3% 26.0% 3.2% 0.4% 4.7% 16.4% 5.9% 0.3% 2.0%

% of Market Payment $ 
Received After the Due 
Date

0.3% 0.7% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 13.9%

Note: Figures represent billings with a due date in month shown.  For example, the September figures
         are related to the August 31 transmission billing, with payments due on September 20.
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 9. Financial Settlement Index

Market and Transmission Billing Payments
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 10. Financial Disputes Index

(Figures in $000's) Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08
Total Dispute $55.7 $392.4 $141.2 $115.3 $28.6 $4.7 $68.7 $13.0 $5.0 $172.5 $469.7 $34.1 $97.1
Avg. Dispute Size $.7 $19.6 $5.4 $2.5 $1.0 $.4 $2.0 $.4 $.3 $4.0 $8.9 $.8 $2.4
Largest single dispute $14.1 $186.0 $42.5 $27.6 $18.0 $1.2 $23.0 $4.4 $2.1 $159.2 $300.0 $13.3 $48.6

# Disputes 62 33 35 36 29 32 32 28 54 48 47 46 35
Avg Days Outstanding 15 12 15 26 23 28 22 26 27 33 34 32 31

Settlement Dispute Statistics ($)
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Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08
Voluntary TO Rate 1.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 1.5% 0.9% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6%
Involuntary TO Rate 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%

Oct 07 Nov 07 Dec 07 Jan 08 Feb 08 Mar 08 Apr 08 May 08 Jun 08 Jul 08 Aug 08 Sep 08 Oct 08
Rolling 12-month
Turnover Rate

8.3% 8.1% 8.4% 8.6% 9.9% 9.7% 10.4% 10.8% 11.4% 10.6% 10.9% 11.1% 10.7%
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 11. Employee Turnover

Total Turnover        
(# of employees) 3 3 2 2 4 4 5 5 3 1 1 2 2

Employee Turnover (monthly)
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1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008*
Total Turnover 3       1       7       7       10     8       8       8       14     21     29     
Total Employees 39     45     73     110   110   116   131   169   245   295   345   
Turnover Ratio 
(total) 7.7% 2.2% 9.6% 6.4% 9.1% 6.9% 6.1% 4.7% 5.7% 7.1% 10.1%

* 2008 figures are as of the end of the reported month, and extrapolated to a full-year equivalent.

Note 1:  Total Turnover only includes voluntary and involuntary separations; retirements and interns are not used in the 
calculation.

Le
ar

ni
ng

 &
 G

ro
w

th
 11. Employee Turnover

Annual Turnover Ratio and Employee Count
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 12. Compliance with NERC Standards

SPP RTO Compliance

# Confirmed 
Violations

Oct 07 Nov

0 0
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0 0

8 Mar 08 A

0
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0
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Admin
(OASIS)

0 0 99.98 100.00 N

Scheduling
(RTO_SS) 0 0 99.98 100.00 N

* Target Uptime is calculated to be not more than 10 minutes of unplanned outages per month.

Overall
EIS Market

Status

2 UNPLANNED MARKET OUTAGES 
FOR OCTOBER 2008

10/19/2008 – (70 min) Market System outage resulted 
from a system connectivity problem.  A project is 
underway to upgrade the Linux operating systems to a 
later release per Oracle’s recommendation.

10/23/2008 – (40 min) Market System outage resulted 
from intermittent connectivity issues with the shared 
storage system.  These issues occurred while multiple 
systems were being patched in an emergency 
response to a critical security bulletin published by 
Microsoft.  
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 13. IT System Performance

System Availability for October 2008

System Unplanned Minutes Target Actual Res
M

ulting
arket Comments

Market
System

Outag

2

es

110

Uptime

99.98

Uptime

99.75

Outage

Y 10/
unde

19/08 & 
r "Overa

10/23/08
ll EIS M

, see be
arket Sta

low 
tus"

(MOS)

Market 0 0 99.98 100.00 NPortal

Reliability
(EMS) 0 0 99.98 100.00 N

Reliability
(ICCP) 0 0 99.98 100.00 N

Tariff
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 13. IT System Performance

System Availability Trends

System Oct-07 Nov-07 Dec-07 Jan-08 Feb-08 Mar-08 Apr-08 May-08 Jun-08 Jul-08 Aug-08 Sep-08 Oct-08

Market
System
(MOS)

99.92 99.92 100.00 99.28 100.00 99.90 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.16 99.75

Market
Portal 100.00 99.97 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 98.47 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Reliability
(EMS) 99.90 99.80 99.81 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.83 100.00

Reliability
(ICCP) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.92 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Tariff
Admin

(OASIS)
100.00 99.99 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Scheduling
(RTO_SS) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

10 minutes or more
unplanned outages
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No unplanned outages less than 10 minutes
unplanned outages
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Southwest Power Pool Metrics Definitions
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Summary of Regional Operational Performance Indicators
Two groups of metrics will be monitored to provide an overall health indication of the regional transmission 
system and market.  There are two primary areas of interest: 

 • Reliability Performance Indicators, which focus on the actual operations of the transmission system and 
whether or not it was operated within expected limits and standards.

 • Market Performance Indicators, which focus on the performance of the market in terms of overall 
volume, prices and level of participation.

The intent is to monitor the trends in these areas over time to identify any unexpected performance in an 
area.  Specific performance targets may be established in the future as experience is gained with the 
information.  

Purpose of Reliability Performance Indicators
This sub-group of metrics is designed to measure the operations of the transmission system from a reliability 
perspective in the prior 12 month period.  Together, they form an aggregate representation to answer the 
following questions:

 • Were any operating limits violated in the period? (see Congestion)
 • How long were schedules curtailed due to congestion? (see Congestion)
 • Was the system operated in compliance with the relevant control performance standards?  (see 

Regional Control Performance)

1. Congestion

Provides a set of measures on the number of minutes control actions are 
taken to reduce the flow on one or more facilities below its System 
Operating Limit (SOL) or IROL limit.
 • Percent of intervals binding (flow = SOL), breached (flow >SOL) and 

congested (either binding or breached) during the month.
 • Time (in hours) during the month that flowgates were in TLR, 

Congested or Over the Limit.
TLR Time is the total period of time that the Reliability Coordinator 
(RC) issued a Transmission Loading Relief (TLR).

Binding/Breached Time is the the total period of time that the Security 
Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) engine was redispatching out 
of its normal economic order to relieve constraints on the system.

Over Limit Time is the total period of time that any real-time post-
contingent flowgate flow was over the set rating of the flowgate.
GW curtailed is the number of GW curtailed using either schedules or 
market flow during TLR events.

 • TLR Events by level (in hours)
 Level 3 - curtailment of some non-firm schedules and market flow
 Level 5 - curtailment of some non-firm and firm schedules and
               market flow
 "A" Levels begin curtailing at the beginning of the next  hour
 "B" Levels begin curtailing immediately and lasts through
        the end of the next hour

Figures will be reported on a rolling thirteen month basis to allow 
comparison to prior seasons and similar months.
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2. Regional Control 
Performance

Measures the aggregate performance to the NERC CPS (Control 
Performance Standards) of the Balancing Authorities in the region.  This 
indicator is set based on the number of BAs within region that are in 
compliance with the NERC real time control performance standards 
(known as BAL-001 – Real Power Balancing Control Performance and 
BAL-002 – Disturbance Control Performance).  
 • CPS1 requires BAs to be in compliance for 100% of the periods 

measured within the month; and CPS2 requires BAs to be in 
compliance for 90% of the periods measured within the month.  

 • For the CPS1 standard, each BA’s rolling 12 month performance is 
grouped into one of three performance bands (<100% [red], 100-
150% [yellow], >150% [green]).  

 • The number of BA’s whose CPS1 score falls into these bands is 
shown; with below 100% meaning non-compliant with the standard.  

 • CPS2 performance is depicted in the appropriate bands (<90% [red], 
90-95% [yellow], >95% [green]) based on the monthly CPS2 score 
rather than a rolling 12 month average.

This sub-group of indicators provides a view of the effectiveness of the EIS market in the context of 
answering the following questions:

 • What was the value of transmission services used in the month? (see Transmission Utilization)
 • What was the average wholesale price paid in the region and what was its volatility? (see Price and 

Price Range)

 • How much of the total congestion could be resolved through market mechanisms?  (see Congestion 
Resolved by Market)

 • What was the level of available generation offered to the market and EIS related energy sales in the 
month? (see Market Liquidity)

3. Transmission Utilization

Measures the volume of transmission service scheduled in the month in 
terms of the transmission service revenues paid by both Network 
Customers and Point-to-Point customers.  
 • The revenues paid by transmission customers are directly related to 

the amount of transactions scheduled on the transmission system and 
therefore provide a proxy as to the utilization of the transmission 
system in the period.  

 • The figure reported will be a simple sum of the transmission service 
revenues paid for Network Service, Firm Point-to-Point, and Non-Firm 
Point-to-Point transmission service.  

 • Figures will be reported on a rolling thirteen month basis to allow 
comparison to prior seasons and similar months.

4. Price and Price Ranges
Shows the EIS market prices for each market participant within the 
footprint on both a 12-month rolling average and for the previous 
month.  It provides a summary of the average, high and low prices in 
each period.

5. Congestion - Uplift

Tracks amount of RNU (Revenue Neutrality Uplift) charged or credited to 
market participants during the month.  RNU ensures settlement 
payments/receipts for each hourly settlement interval equal zero.

• Positive RNU - SPP receives insufficent revenue and "owes" market 
participants.

• Negative RNU - SPP receives excess revenue, which must be 
credited back to market participants.

• RNU Task Force has been re-convened to look at wide variation in 
monthly RNU.
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6. Market Liquidity

Measures the average daily MW capacity offered to the EIS market 
(dispatchable generation); presented as a percent of daily average 
capacity available in the hour.  

• Data was taken from the Resource Plans.  
• Average daily MWh sales into the EIS Market and their dollar value 

are shown as well.  
• Although no specific performance targets have been set, the intent is 

to monitor the trend of this index to identify significant deviations from 
average.  
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Purpose of Financial Metrics
This group of metrics provides a view of the organization’s overall financial situation in terms of both the 
operating costs and settlement functions carried out.

7. SPP Admin Fee 
Performance (Rolling)

Measures actual costs incurred by SPP on an annual basis and 
compares this to the approved Admin Fee and Budgeted Net Revenue 
Requirement (NRR).

8 Budget Performance 
Monitor

Measures the total actual operating expenses against the total 
budgeted operating expenses across the organization. 

9 Financial Settlement 
Index

Metric measures the timeliness of the financial settlements for both 
transmission billing and EIS market billing and provides a proxy for the 
strength of the organization’s cash flow.  

10 Financial Disputes Index

Measures the number and value of disputes made with regards to the 
financial settlements of the markets.  The objective in this area is 
twofold: (1) minimize the time to clear disputes; and (2) minimize the 
total value of dollars in dispute.  The monthly indicators are the 
following three variables:

Total number of disputes 
Total dollars in dispute 
Average # days to resolve disputes
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Purpose of Learning & Growth Metrics
These indicators provide insights to the organization’s success in maintaining and supporting its desired 
staffing levels and employee growth plans.

11. Employee Turnover 
Measures both involuntary and voluntary turnover rates in the 
organization.  Monthly turnover is charted on a rolling 12 month basis, 
while annual turnover ratio and number of employees is provided for 
historical purposes. 
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Purpose of Performance Metrics
These Performance Metrics are divided into two categories, quarterly and annual, which describe the 
frequency with which they will be monitored.  The metrics in this group focus on compliance and achievement 
of major initiatives.  Only the NERC Compliance and IT System Availability metrics are reported as part of the 
Metrics Report document.  The other measures in this category will be reported on a periodic basis in 

12.

separ

NERC Compliance

ate reports.

Measures SPP’s compliance with all NERC standards.  Status is 
green unless there is a self-reported violation of any criteria during the 
period.  This metric excludes the control performance standards which 
are included in the Regional Control Performance metric.

13 IT System Availability

Measures availability of SPP IT Systems.  Target uptime for all 
systems is calculated to be not more than 10 minutes of unplanned 
outage per month.  However, 100% availability is always the ultimate 
goal.  Boxes showing green represent 100% actual uptime; yellow 
represents less than 100% uptime but under 10 minutes of unplanned 
outage; while red represents 10 minutes or more of unplanned outage.
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Introduction

• Southwest Power Pool conducted the 2008 Employee Survey between 
October 8-25, 2008. 

• The survey provides an assessment of specific areas of interest including: 
My Job, My Department, My Supervisor, and My Company.

• The purpose of the survey is to understand the views of the Southwest 
Power Pool employees in areas considered to be critical to the company’s 
continuing success.

• A total of 300 employees participated in the survey, representing a 90% 
response rate. 

• Overall scores represent the percent of employees answering:
– Favorable:     Blue = % of 4s, 5s, & 6s(Somewhat Agree, Agree, and Strongly Agree)
– Unfavorable: Red = % of 1s, 2s, & 3s (Somewhat Disagree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree)
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Assessing Engagement

Bored and frustrated 
at work.

Make sarcastic jokes 
about work.

Speak poorly about 
the company and 
leaders.

Look for ways to find 
blame.

You quit and stay.

Often feel underutilized.

Spend time taking care 
of personal needs.

Do just enough to get by 
and not get in trouble. 

Pay is a big reason why 
you stay.

You’re putting in the 
time.

Do what you are told.

Stick to what you 
know.

Take few risks.

Face many barriers 
outside your control.

Rarely stretched by 
assignments.

It’s a job.

Constantly learning and 
taking calculated risks.

Feel stretched beyond 
your comfort zone. 

Take personal 
satisfaction in the quality 
of your work.

Work can be stressful but 
is also rewarding and fun.

You love your job!

Actively Disengaged              Passively             Fully
Disengaged               Engaged              Engaged

How engaged are the people in your organization?

© DecisionWise, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Participation

Less than 1 year - 25%

1 year - 18%

2 years - 18%

3-5 years - 17%

6-9 years - 16%

10 or more years - 7%

Manager - 20%

Non-Manager - 80%

Tenure:

Manager/Non-Manager:

Accounting/Risk Management - 4%

Contract Services - 16%

Corporate Services - 3%

Corporate Affairs - 4%

Engineering/Regulatory - 10%

Executive - 3%

Information Technology - 24%

Market Development - 3%

Operations - 17%

Process and Integrity - 10%

Regional Entity - 2%

Settlements - 4%

Department:

Total Respondents: 300 of 333
Participating Rate: 90%

A total of 300 out of 333 Southwest Power Pool employees responded to the survey, representing 
a 90% participation rate. The participation rate is very high compared to industry standards and 
reflects the interest of employees on the survey process and the issues addressed. Survey 
results are representative of Southwest Power Pool.
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Southwest Power Pool

90% 10%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Overall
Engagement

Favorable Unfavorable

Overall Engagement

n=300

Overall engagement at Southwest Power Pool in 2008 is “very good” with 90% of employees 
responding favorably across all questions.

Overall, ten percent (10%) of Southwest Power Pool employees gave unfavorable scores in 
specific survey topics, indicating areas for improvement. 

1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q

41% 63% 69% 77% 86%

Benchmark
Range

DecisionWise
Benchmark Database

© DecisionWise, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Engaged by Category

89%

89%

93%

91%

11%

9%

11%

7%

My Company

My Supervisor

My Department

My Job

Favorable Unfavorable

Note that some bars may not add up to 100%, due to rounding.

Questions addressing My Department (93%) and My Job (91%) received higher favorable scores. 
Questions dealing with My Company (89%) and My Supervisor (89%) received slightly lower 
scores. 
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20%

15%

18%

20%

19%

46%

42%

48%

46%

46%

33%

25%

22%

26%

25%

My Company

My Supervisor

My Department

My Job

Overall
Engagement

Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree

Fully Engaged by Category

Note that some bars may not add up to 100%, due to rounding.

The majority of Southwest Power Pool employees say they are “engaged in doing their best 
work” (90%).  When favorable scores are broken out by Somewhat Agree, Agree, and 
Strongly Agree, the majority of respondents fall into the top two scale categories. These 
respondents are “fully engaged” in their work.

68%

75%

74%

71%

71%

Fully Engaged

© DecisionWise, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Highest Scores

6. I have goals and priorities for 
my job.

24. I understand SPP’s mission.

33. I am proud to tell others that I 
work at SPP.

5. I see how my work is important 
to SPP’s mission.

35. Overall, SPP is a great place 
to work.

96%

97%

97%

97%

97%

3%

Favorable Unfavorable

Southwest Power Pool employees feel most favorable about pride in the organization, importance 
of work, understanding of SPP’s mission, and goal orientation.

Note that some bars may not add to 100% due  to rounding.



5

© DecisionWise, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Lowest Scores

83%

79%

79%

79%

76%

17%

21%

21%

21%

24%

Favorable Unfavorable

Note that some bars may not add  to 100% due to rounding.

Southwest Power Pool employees feel least favorable about discussions around the strategic 
plan (76%).

Other lower scores deal with the evaluation process, innovation, compensation, and cross-
departmental collaboration. 

11. We work effectively across 
departments and functions. 

9. Overall, I feel I am compensated 
competitively fort the work I do

31. SPP is always looking for new and 
innovative ways of doing things better.

30. The SPP performance evaluation 
process is valuable to me.

27. My supervisor has discussed the 
SPP strategic plan with me.

© DecisionWise, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Benchmark Conclusions

According to the DecisionWise data base, overall, 69% 
of employees feel engaged at work.

The most favorable areas of engagement are pride in 
the organization, role clarity and quality work.

Employees are least satisfied with their compensation.

Areas for improvement are opportunities for growth, 
accountability and recognition.

Based of DecisionWise Engagement Database N>60,000
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Engagement profile of fully engaged organizations.

Average Norm SPP

SPP vs. the Norm

97

95

95

94

91

91

90

88

84

84

83

73

68

65

76

65

64

64

72

66

60

65

Impact on Success

Teamwork

Co-worker Relationships

Manager Relationship

Resources

Open Communications

Recognition

Skills Training

Feedback

Growth Opportunities

Cross-Dept. Cooperation

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Comments: Question 35
What do you like most about working for SPP?

11%15%16%22%36%

BenefitsBenefitsSPP cares about SPP cares about 
its employeesits employees

Company/ Company/ 
Industry directionIndustry direction

Challenging work/ Challenging work/ 
Learning new Learning new 

thingsthings
People/ People/ 

AtmosphereAtmosphere

Job Stability“Management trusts 
me to do a good job 
without 
micromanaging”

“Aggressive and 
progressive 
company”

“Opportunities to 
develop 
professionally”

“The business 
culture”

Good compensation 
package

“approachable 
management and 
executive level staff”

“The opportunity to 
be part of a growing 
and changing 
business”

“Different challenges 
I’m faced with 
everyday”

“I enjoy interacting 
with my coworkers on 
a professional and 
personal level”

“Competitive pay 
scale”

“You feel like an 
employee not a 
number”

“The impact we make 
to society”

“SPP places 
emphasis on training 
and further 
education”

“Great co-workers, 
open and honest 
employees that are 
willing to share and 
improve teamwork.”

“Great benefits 
compared to other 
companies in the 
area”

“Values their 
employees”

“The challenge of 
building the electrical 
grid of the future”

“my work is both 
challenging and 
rewarding”

“Positive and friendly 
atmosphere”
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Comments: Question 36
What would you change about SPP if you had the opportunity to do so?

8%20%20%20%32%

Define job roles; 
Define clear priorities

Increase 
accountability 
throughout the 
company

Opportunity to work 
from home

Better 
communication within 
and across 
departments

Change the 
promotion policies 
and process

Training across 
departments

Enforce policies/ 
show more 
professionalism

Lunch areaFeedbackDevelop consistent 
promotion practices 
across all 
departments

Training on how to 
use software

Simplify process/ 
cumbersome policies

Revise bonus planMore communication 
from upper 
management about 
direction/goals of 
company

Promoting within the 
company vs. hiring 
from outside

Better internal job 
training – for specific 
assignments

“We have to be 
accountable for 
procedures and 
processes”
(documentation)

Pay increase/ 
Competitive salaries

“disconnect between 
the employees and 
upper management”

Re-evaluate the 
leader qualifications 
for those being 
promoted

Job TrainingJob TrainingAccountability/ Accountability/ 
Company PolicyCompany Policy

Pay/BenefitsPay/BenefitsCommunicationCommunicationHiring process/ Hiring process/ 
PromotionPromotion

© DecisionWise, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Summary
• The participation rate of 90% reflects the interest of employees on the survey process and the issues 

addressed.

• Overall engagement at Southwest Power Pool in 2008 is “very good” with 90% responding favorably 
across all questions.

• Southwest Power Pool engagement scores are generally higher than the National Benchmark Norm. 
Relative to other U.S. companies, Southwest Power Pool engagement scores tend to be in the 75th

percentile.

• Southwest Power Pool employees feel most favorable about pride in the organization, importance of 
work, understanding of SPP’s mission, and goal orientation.

• Southwest Power Pool employees feel least favorable about discussions around the strategic plan. 
Other lower scores deal with the evaluation process, innovation, compensation, and cross-
departmental collaboration. 

• Division overall engagement scores are close in favorable percentage. Executive, contract services and 
regional entity had the highest overall scores.

• There are 4 notable some perception gaps in the Tenure demographic. 

• Engagement scores and 360 Scores related. High engagement scores indicate high 360 scores on “my 
supervisor”.

• Comments about Southwest Power Pool’ greatest strengths focus on good coworker relationships and 
challenging learning opportunities.

• Comments about the company’s greatest areas for improvement focus on hiring process and effective 
communication.
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Recommendations: General

1. Involve managers in communicating survey results and incorporating these 
results into the strategic plan of the work group and the organization.

2. Gather more information on performance evaluation system,   compensation, 
and cross department communications.  This could be done through future 
surveys, interviews and focus groups.

3. Establish benchmarks, timelines, and deliverables in the engagement process. 

4. Train internal consultants to explain, coach and facilitate engagement process.

5. Identify ways to improve communication and collaboration across 
Departments and Functions. (see specific recommendations)

6.    Set an Engagement Goal for next survey cycle.



 
Southwest Power Pool 

Regional State Committee, Board of Directors/Members Committee &  
Regional Entity Trustees 

Future Meeting Dates & Locations 
 
 

2009 
 

 RSC/BOD/RET   January  26-28   Dallas 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   April 27-29   Oklahoma City 
 
 *BOD    June 8-9   Little Rock 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   July 27-29   Kansas City 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   October 26-28   Tulsa 

(Annual Meeting of Members) 
 
 **BOD    December 8    Dallas 
 
 

2010 
 

RSC/BOD/RET   January  25-27   TBD 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   April 26-28   Oklahoma City 
 
 *BOD    June 7-8   Little Rock 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   July 26-28   Kansas City 
 
 RSC/BOD/RET   October 25-27   Tulsa 

(Annual Meeting of Members) 
 
 **BOD    December 7   Dallas 
 
 
The RSC/BOD meetings are Mon/Tues with the RSC held on Monday afternoon and the 
BOD/Members Committee meeting on Tuesday.    
 
* The June BOD meetings are for educational purposes. There will be no RSC meeting in 
conjunction with these meetings. 
 
** The December BOD meetings are intended to be one day in and out meetings for 
administrative purposes.  There will be no RSC meeting in conjunction with these meetings. 
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