
 
Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

January 15, 2009 

Marriott Las Colinas, Irving, TX 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Richard Spring (KCPL) called the meeting to order at 8:00 A.M.   SPC members participating in person 
were Josh Martin (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); Ricky Bittle (AECC); Les 
Evans (KEPCo); Mel Perkins (OGE); Tim Woolley (Xcel); Mike Wise (GSEC); and Mike Palmer (EDE).  
SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Nick Brown, and Carl Monroe. Others guests participated in person 
or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Spring referred to the October 16, 2008 minutes and asked for additions or corrections or a motion for 
approval (Minutes 10/16/08 – Attachment 2).  Harry Skilton moved and Les Evans seconded approval of 
the minutes as presented.  The motion passed.     

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items (Past Action Items – Attachment 3). 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee Update  

Carl Monroe provided a report of the MOPC Meeting from the previous 2 days.  His report focused on the 
Cost Benefit Task Force (CBTF), Consolidated Balancing Authority (CBA), Wind Integration in the SPP 
footprint, and the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP).   
 
CBTF 
• The Cost Benefit Study has been delayed.  The vendor is to deliver a draft final report to SPP by 

January 30. 
• Two items are to be added to the study: 

o Nebraska entities  
o The sensitivity of lower gas prices  

• It is hopeful to have a final report for the April 2009 Regional State Committee and Board meetings. 
• The Market Working Group was encouraged to continue design efforts. 
 
CBA 
There are two parallel efforts:  
• Move ahead on an Area Control Error (ACE) diversity program between control areas with possible 

readiness by summer of 2009. 
• Full BA Consolidation to commence one year prior to the implementation of future markets.  This will 

need to be consolidated into one Project Management effort. 
 
Wind 
• Wind Penetration Study 
• Wind Integration Study 
• GWG – Wind Accreditations Criteria 

o Les Dillahunty noted that the RTWG felt that Tariff should give more credit to wind in the 
Base Plan. 
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TOCTF 
There was discussion regarding the FERC filing of tariff changes resulting from the Transmission 
Ownership/Construction Task Force (TOCTF) discussions and FERC’s Order mandating certain 
modifications.  It was the consensus of the group to allow the SPC to review the filing letter, allowing two 
business days for comments to the TOCTF.  Les Dillahunty agreed that the TOCTF would be given the 
opportunity to review the filing but suggested including Richard Spring in this review process. 
 
STEP 
• Endorsed the report 
• Met Attachment O requirements 
• Endorsed projects, including withdrawals – Appendix B list. 

Agenda Item 4 – Regulatory/Planning Update  

Les Dillahunty provided a regulatory/planning update.  His report focused discussion on the ETI Cost 
Benefit Study, the Manhattan Project, seams issues, the Balanced Portfolio and a regulatory summary for 
the 4th quarter of 2008 (Regulatory/Planning Report – Attachment 4).   

Agenda Item 5 – Organizational Group Survey Results  

Michael Desselle provided the Organizational Group Survey results (Org Group Survey – Attachment 5). 

Agenda Item 6 – Customer Satisfaction Survey Results 

Michael Desselle provided the Customer Satisfaction Survey results (Customer Survey – Attachment 6). 

Agenda Item 7 – New Membership Transparency Proposal 

Carl Monroe led a discussion on the New Membership Transparence Proposal.  It was the group 
consensus that the process is good (New Membership Proposal – Attachment 7. 

Agenda Item 8 – Strategic Plan Discussion 

Michael Desselle presented the final draft of the Strategic Plan (Strategic Plan & Comments – Attachment 
8).   Following discussion, Ricky Bittle moved to approve the Strategic Plan and Harry Skilton seconded 
the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

Agenda Item 9 – Summary of Action Items 

SPP staff is to distribute a link for comments regarding the NERC ERO and SPP Regional Entity three-
year Assessment.  Everyone is encouraged to respond. 

Agenda Item 10 – Future Meetings 

The 2009 Strategic Planning Committee meeting dates are: 
 

May 11-13 Lake DeGray 

July 16 Kansas City 

October 15 Tulsa 
 

In discussion of future meetings, the group questioned the need for a retreat in May.  The May dates will 
remain on the calendar and should the retreat be canceled, the group may hold a regular in-person 
meeting. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING MEETING 

January 15, 2009 
Marriott Las Colinas, Irving, TX 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
8 AM – 3 PM 

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

2. Review of Past Action Items..........................................................................................Michael Desselle 

3. MOPC Update ...................................................................................................................... Carl Monroe 

4. Regulatory/Planning Update.............................................................................................. Les Dillahunty 

5. Organizational Group Survey Results for SPC .............................................................Michael Desselle 

6. Customer Satisfaction Survey Results ..........................................................................Michael Desselle 

7. New Membership Transparency Proposal ........................................................................... Carl Monroe 

8. Strategic Plan ................................................................................................................... Richard Spring 

9. Summary of Action Items ..............................................................................................Michael Desselle 

10. Discussion of Future Meetings ......................................................................................Michael Desselle 

May 11-13         TBD 

July 16               Kansas City 

October 15         Tulsa 
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MINUTES NO. 55 

Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

October 16, 2008 

Marriott Tulsa Southern Hills, Tulsa, OK 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

Richard Spring (KCPL) called the meeting to order at 8:00 A.M.   SPC members participating in person 
were Jim Eckelberger (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Rob Janssen (Redbud); Ricky Bittle (AECC); 
Les Evans (KEPCo); Mel Perkins (OGE); Tim Woolley (Xcel); Mike Wise (GSEC); and Mike Palmer 
(EDE).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Nick Brown, Carl Monroe and Les Dillahunty. Others guests 
participated in person or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Spring referred to the January 17 and July 17, 2008 minutes and asked for additions or corrections or 
a motion for approval (Minutes 1/17/08 and 7/17/08 – Attachment 2).  Harry Skilton moved and Tim 
Woolley seconded approval of the minutes as presented.  The motion passed.     

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items (Past Action Items – Attachment 3): 
• Approve the January 2008 meeting minutes  
• Expeditiously convene TOCTF to address a motion on the FERC Order regarding the Right 

of First Refusal (ROFR) 
• Revise the Strategic Plan and re-circulate to the SPC and then to broader stakeholder groups  

Agenda Item 3 – Consolidated Balancing Authority Update  

Carl Monroe provided a report on the activities of the Consolidated Balancing Authority Steering 
Committee.  The Steering Committee discussed their proposal at the Market and Operation Policy 
Committee (MOPC) meeting.  The MOPC considered a resolution from the steering committee to link the 
implementation of consolidating balancing authorities to the start-up of Day-Ahead markets.  The 
recommendation from the steering committee was for development costs to be incurred in the interim 
period but not included in the SPP Administrative Fee prior to 24 months of the Day 2 market start-up.  
The SPC discussed timing and scheduling concerns. There was discussion that the Steering Committee 
was trying to determine how to do a “BA-lite” approach.  Committee members expressed concern about 
the potential for throw away costs of such an approach and that the Steering Committee needed to 
coordinate its efforts with the Market Working Group (MWG).  Carl reported that the MOPC tasked the 
MWG to develop a schedule that would include the cost of BA consolidation by January 2009.  SPC 
Committee members also expressed concerns about needed state regulatory approvals.  It was noted 
that this issue could also be incorporated into the schedule.   

Agenda Item 4 – Future Markets Cost Benefit Analysis  

Roy True (ACES) provided a report on the efforts of the Future Market Cost/Benefit Task Force (Cost 
Benefit Analysis – Attachment 4).  Comments and suggestions were provided to Roy for consideration of 
the task force.  These comments and suggestions are expected to be included in a final report to be 
made to the MOPC, RSC and Board at the January meeting cycle.  Specifics for the task force to 
consider included: 

• The impact to future net benefits resulting from the lack of sufficient transmission expansion; 
• Assumptions/sensitivities regarding the amount of wind generation and its dispatchability; 
• Gas price sensitivities; 
• State by state benefit quantification; 
• Timelines and costs. 
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Agenda Item 5 – Regulatory Update  

Carl Monroe provided an update on the integration of the Nebraska Utilities.  He noted that a transition 
plan is underway to fully integrate the utilities by April 1, 2009 and that some member facing issues will be 
taken to the Change Working Group.  Concerns were expressed by several participants about the 
transparency of the process to add the Nebraska utilities to the SPP membership.  Direction was given to 
staff to develop a process that would allow more transparency and interaction of the current SPP 
membership for the inclusion of future potential members. 
 
Les Dillahunty provided updates on the RSC and the CAWG.  Concurrent with the SPC meeting, FERC 
was conducting its Open Meeting.  SPC Committee members watched that proceeding as FERC 
approved the SPP 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.  Mr. Dillahunty also provided an update on regulatory filings (Regulatory 
Filings – Attachment 5). 
 
Michael Desselle provided a status report on the progress of the FERC audits.   

Agenda Item 6 – President’s Report on Strategic Discussion - DR  

Nick Brown provided a preview of a topic he will address at the October Board meeting regarding the 
ability of retail aggregators and certain retail customers to become SPP market participants by bidding the 
loads as Demand Response.  He noted that FERC has ruled in other RTOs that such activity is not 
prohibited under Federal law.  He noted that one such customer has already visited SPP and announced 
its intention to become a market participant. Nick encouraged members to discuss this issue with their 
companies and welcomes any comments. 
 
Nick also provided a report on SPP’s future facilities needs and the fact that SPP had recently engaged a 
consultant to perform a needs assessment.  Based on the report, Staff has recommended to the Finance 
Committee the relocation of SPP administrative offices and the primary operations center. Maumelle 
would become the backup site. He reported that a building proposal will be presented to the Finance 
Committee in December and the Board of Directors in January.  Concerns about the economy and the 
potential impact to members were expressed.  

Agenda Item 7 – TOCTF Update 

Mel Perkins presented a final report of the TOCTF to address the Right of First Refusal (ROFR) issue that 
FERC in its Order issued July 11, 2008 required SPP to make a compliance filing (TOCTF Report – 
Attachment 6).  The TOCTF turned over their policy recommendation to the RTWG for the development 
of tariff language.  A policy issue arose during the course of TOCTF discussions which were unrelated to 
the FERC’s Order:  the ability of a Transmission Owner (TO) to assign an obligation to construct.  Staff 
was assigned to draft a “white-paper” on the issue and present their findings to the MOPC. Having 
completed their assignment, the TOCTF has been disbanded. 
 
In the course of discussion, it was noted that after a strategic direction has been set, a policy forum was 
needed to deal with other policy issues like those identified through the TOCTF process.  The Committee 
decided that the MOPC would be the appropriate forum for “policy” matters to be debated and decided.    

Agenda Item 8 – GAO Report Discussion 

Michael Desselle provided a summary of the recently released Government Accountability Office (GAO) 
report on FERC’s oversight of RTOs (GAO Report – Attachment 7).  

Agenda Item 9 – Strategic Plan Discussion 

Michael Desselle led a discussion regarding the Strategic Plan (Strategic Plan & Comments – Attachment 
8).  Revisions to the plan will be made and sent to the SPC and then to broader stakeholder groups with 
the expectation of approving the revised Plan in January. 
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Agenda Item 10 – Summary of Action Items 

• Send Roy True’s presentation to the SPC members 
• Add Les Dillahunty 3rd Quarter report to the minutes of this meeting 
• Michael Desselle to ask counsel if interventions would be allowed if FERC audit were to go to 

hearing 
• Circulate the revised Strategic Plan for comment  
• Notify MOPC that it is the policy forum for dealing with policy matters 
• SPP staff to develop a process to provide greater transparency for the addition of new members 

Agenda Item 11 – Future Meetings 

The 2009 Strategic Planning Committee meeting dates are: 
 

January 15 Dallas (Marriott Las Colinas) 
 
May 11-13 Lake DeGray 
 
July 16 Kansas City 
 
October 15 Tulsa 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Michael Desselle 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Pending Action Items Status Report 
 

January 15, 2009 

 

 Action Item Date 
Originated Status Comments 

1.  Send Roy True’s presentation to the SPC 
members. 
 

10/16/2008 Complete 
See 10/16/08 
minutes 

2.  Add Les Dillahunty 3rd Quarter report to the 
minutes of this meeting. 
 

10/16/2008 Complete 
See 10/16/08 
minutes 

3.  Michael Desselle to ask counsel if 
interventions would be allowed if FERC audit 
were to go to hearing. 
 

10/16/2008 Complete 

Counsel advises, 
yes.  Issue is 
moot.    

4.  Circulate the revised Strategic Plan for 
comment. 
 10/16/2008 Complete 

2 rounds of 
comments yielded 
final ready for 
approval 

5.  Notify MOPC that it is the policy forum for 
dealing with policy matters. 
 

10/16/2008 Complete 
 
 
 

6.  SPP staff to develop a process to provide 
greater transparency for the addition of new 
members. 

 

10/16/2008 In process 
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SPP.org 1

Report to SPC

Strategic Planning Committee 

January 15, 2009
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SPP.org 3

ETI Report Summary

SPP.org 4

ETI Benefit/Cost Analysis Summary

Scenario 1 – Cottonwood in EIC - $11.00 Gas – With Weber-Richard 500 kV line

Scenario 2 – Cottonwood in EIC - $7.00 Gas – With Weber-Richard 500 kV line
Scenario 1A – Cottonwood in EIC - $11.00 Gas – Without Weber-Richard 500 kV line
Scenario 2A – Cottonwood in EIC - $7.00 Gas – Without Weber-Richard 500 kV line
Scenario 3 – Cottonwood in ERCOT - $11.00 Gas
Scenario 4 – Cottonwood in ERCOT - $7.00 Gas
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SPP.org 5

Balanced Portfolio Update

SPP.org 6

Iatan

Nashua

Seminole

Muskogee

El Dorado

Longwood

Tolk

Reno CoSpearville
Wichita

ClevelandSooner

Anadarko XF

Swissvale – Stilwel Tap
SummitKnoll

Axtell

Potter

Chesapeake

Substation Upgrade

New 345 kV Transmission Circuit

New 765 kV Transmission Circuit

PortfolioPortfolio 33--AA

operated 345 kV
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SPP.org 7

Iatan

Nashua

El Dorado

Longwood

Tuco

Woodward

Spearville

Comanche Co

ClevelandSooner

Anadarko XF

Swissvale – Stilwel Tap

Knoll

Axtell

Chesapeake

Substation Upgrade

New 345 kV Transmission Circuit

New 765 kV Transmission Circuit

Reno Co

Wichita

Summit

Seminole

Muskogee

operated 345 kV

PortfolioPortfolio 33--CC

SPP.org 8

Completion Details Required Prior to Final 
Approvals

1. Better modeling details of power grid for Nebraska zones.

2. Details of adjusted production cost savings provided to each 
utility.

3. Details of costs to build confirmed by each utility.

4. Details of reliability impacts and costs confirmed by each 
utility.

5. Timing of upgrade start and completion dates confirmed by 
each utility.

6. Other:  For example: 
a. Should a risk assessment be performed regarding various 

assumptions made in the modeling of adjusted production cost 
savings?

b. Should other savings related to losses or capacity margin be 
included, even if at a cursory level.
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SPP.org 9

Other Analysis

a. Risk assessment

b. Savings in Losses

c. Savings Capacity Margin

d. More?

SPP.org 10

Recommendations to RSC

1. The foregoing completion steps be taken for Portfolios 
3-A and 3-C before a final recommendation is made 
between these two portfolios.

2. Unless evidence is provided that the existing 345 kV 
system cannot handle more than 7 GW of wind, the SPP 
should perform higher wind scenarios starting with at 
least 11 GW of new wind by March 2016.  The purpose 
of this analysis is to determine the appropriate timing 
for a portfolio of 765 kV upgrades associated with the 
SPP EHV plan.
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SPP.org 11

SPP Staff Action Plan

• Staff will address stakeholder and CAWG 
concerns from Jan. 7th meeting

• SPP to refine modeling parameters for Nebraska

• SPP to provide costs for each element considered for 
portfolios

• SPP to determine how much wind will P3-A and P3-C 
handle

• SPP to determine impact of removing Spearville-Knoll-
Axtell from P3-A and P3-C and what effect that has on 
the portfolio balance

SPP.org 12

SPP Staff Action Plan

• Staff will work with EMMTF on coordinating economic 
model update. Data was provided on Jan. 5th. Member 
responses and updates due Jan. 30th.

• Planning staff will work with Operations & Markets to 
double check member updated data.

• Updated model and data incorporated into portfolio 
analysis.

• SPP to conduct baseline wind analysis with no new 
wind expansion.

• SPP to determine wind export capabilities of the 
portfolios and West EHV.
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SPP.org 13

SPP Balance Portfolio Timeline

• 1/22: Webinar to provide current economic 
planning primer on data, modeling techniques, 
assumptions, etc.

• 1/23: EMMTF to outline tasks, responsibilities, 
iteration processes for economic model 
revisions

• 1/30:  Deadline for member submitted data

• 2/4:  EMMTF to conclude and verify modeling 
data updates.

SPP.org 14

SPP Balance Portfolio Timeline

• 3/18:  Conclude BP Analysis

• 3/24: Share results at BP summit

• 4/1:  Present recommendations to CAWG

• 4/14: Present recommendations to the MOPC

• 4/27:  Present recommendations to the RSC

• 4/28:  Present recommendations to the Board 
of Directors
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SPP.org 15

Regulatory Summary

SPP.org 16

Regulatory Summary – 4th Quarter 2008

• SPP Regulatory staff is currently tracking 491 
cases at the state and federal levels

• This is an increase of 70 cases since the close 
of the third quarter.

• Regulatory activity at the federal level 
increased slightly to account for 88.19% of 
SPP’s current regulatory caseload.
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Les Dillahunty
Vice President, Regulatory Policy
501-614-3215
ldillahunty@spp.org

                                                   17 of 105



 

 

 

2008 Organizational Group Survey Report 

 

Prepared for 

 

 

By MARKETSEARCH  

David Bell, Research Director,  

and Adriane Harrell, Research Manager 

 

November 2008 

                                                   18 of 105



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 2 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

Executive Summary....................................................................................................................3 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................5 

Detailed Findings......................................................................................................................12 

By Committee/Working Group.............................................................................................13 

Overall .................................................................................................................................69 

Conclusions and Recommendations ..........................................................................................81 

Appendix A: Closing Verbatim Responses ...............................................................................83 

Appendix B: 2007 Survey Comparisons....................................................................................89 

Appendix C: 2008 Survey Instrument ..................................................................................... 107 

Appendix D: The Org Report, October 2008 ........................................................................... 113 

 

                                                   19 of 105



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 3 

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 
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• 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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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.” 

                                                   32 of 105



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 81 

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.” 

 

 

                                                   40 of 105



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 104 

 

                                                   41 of 105



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: 

 

                                                   45 of 105



www.marketsearch.us   

2008 Southwest Power Pool Organizational Group Survey Report Page 111 

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. 
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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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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

Scheduling

Meeting
Planning/Organization

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable

n=169 
x=3.88 

n=142 
x=3.81 

n=161 
x=3.68 

n=164 
x=3.80 

n=148 
x=3.45 

n=145 
x=3.56 

n=140 
x=3.61 

n=159 
x=3.33 

n=178 
x=3.27 

n=162 
x=3.85 
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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.   

 

Training 

Importance
 

Satisfaction
 

 

Scheduling 

 

Settlements/Invoicing 

Reliability  
Coordination 

Energy Imbalance Service Market 

Interconnection Service

 

Meeting Planning/ Organization 

Compliance Support

 

Transmission Planning Studies 

3 3.5 4 4.5 5 

3 

3.5 

4 

4.5 

Importance Mean Score 

Satisfaction M
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Tariff Administration 
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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 

3.85
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3.3
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3.56

3.49
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3.29

3.23
3.33

3.21
3.19

3.27
2.88
2.86

3.61
3.45

3.01

3.88
3.71

3.6

3.56
3.14

2.3

Reliability Coordination

Scheduling

Tariff Administration

Interconnection Service

Transmission
Planning/Studies

Settlements/Invoicing

Meeting
Planning/Organization

Energy Imbalance Service
Market

2008 2007 2006
 
 
 
 
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

3.84

3.88

3.63

3.38

3.43

3.5

4.08

3.92

3.63

3.71

4.01

3.89

3.66

3.79

SPP staff members are
responsive to my needs.

SPP staff members
provide accurate
information upon

request.

SPP staff members
resolve problems to my

satisfaction.

Overall, I am satisfied
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 

4.01

3.5

3.66

3.89
3.54

3.62

3.67

3.35

3.43

3.78

3.46

3.47

SPP staff members are
responsive to my needs.

SPP staff members
provide accurate
information upon

request.

SPP staff members
resolve problems to my

satisfaction.

Overall, I am satisfied
with SPP's service.

2008 2007 2006

 
 
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 

4.49

3.95
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3.94
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4.23
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Meeting schedules and
logistics are communicated
in a timely and clear manner.

Meeting facilities are planned
appropriately and meet the

needs of the group.

Meeting materials are well-
prepared and distributed in a

timely manner.

2008 2007 2006
 

 
Survey data suggests an increase in perceptions about meetings since 2006.  The 
greatest gains were seen the areas of meeting materials and meeting planning.  
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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 
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Process for New Members, Membership 
Conversion, and New Contract Services 

Process Participants 
 

1. SPP Staff – including any outside services needed 
2. Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) 
3. Membership Forum (MF) – Adhoc group of interested members 

Process 
 

1. Process is triggered when a party indicates a more than passing interest in conditions other than 
proforma SPP membership or contract arrangements. 

a. SPP Staff informs Chair of the SPC to determine if it warrants a special SPC meeting or 
can be handled at next regular SPC meeting. 

b. At each SPC meeting, SPP Staff provides updates on all pending requests and work for 
new members or contract arrangements and discusses the interests and the status of 
discussions.   SPP Staff also updates the SPC on any MF activities. 

c. SPC determines if it warrants forming a MF to assist the SPP Staff in discussions or 
changes in proforma membership. 

2. At each MOPC meeting, SPP Staff provides updates on all pending requests. 
3.  SPP Staff presents the changes and recommendations to the SPP organizational groups.  
4. SPP Staff will inform the membership of all new membership, membership conversions, and 

new contract services. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Recommendation to the Board of Directors 
January 27, 2009 

 
2008 Strategic Plan  

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Strategic Planning Committee: 

Richard Spring, Chair 
Ricky Bittle 
Les Evans 
Jim Eckelberger  
Rob Janssen 
Josh Martin 
Mike Palmer 
Mel Perkins 
Harry Skilton 
Mike Wise 
Tim Woolley 

KCP&L 
AECC 
KEPCo 
Director 
Dogwood Energy 
Director 
Empire District 
OG+E 
Director 
Goldenspread Electric 
Xcel Energy 
 

Background 
SPP approved its most recent Strategic Plan in October 2006.  

In 2005, the Board of Directors approved a strategic plan that included six primary areas of focus.  SPP 
has made significant progress toward its 2005 goals. The Energy Imbalance Service market was 
implemented in February 2007, and cost/benefit analyses are underway for the next phases of market 
development. 

The 2006 Strategic Plan was developed in response to the organization’s desire to engage in a longer-
term planning horizon and to refocus some of the topic areas.  The longer-term perspective yielded some 
additional focus areas.   

The recent effort to assess the Organization’s progress on the 2006 Strategic Initiatives has overtaken 
the ’06 Plan and this 2008 version represents an enhanced and updated strategic plan.  This 2008 
Strategic Plan reflects a 5-10 year planning horizon and there are no distinctions in terms of priority 
ranking as was the case in the 2006 Plan. 

Analysis 
The Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) held a retreat May 12-14, 2008.  In revising the Strategic Plan 
the SPC considered three basic questions: Where are we, with respect to what is happening regionally 
and nationally? Where do we want to go? How do we get there? The group sought to modify SPP’s 
strategic goals for moving forward, while retaining its uniqueness in the industry and continuing to provide 
benefit to its members. 

This data-gathering phase produced an understanding of SPP’s relative position in the industry and the 
environment in which SPP operates. The group assessed changes since the current plan was approved 
in October 2006, changes expected to occur during the planning period horizon, and an executive staff-

1 

                                                   88 of 105



 

developed strawman proposal of potential plan modifications. This phase also included a review of the 
state and federal regulatory environments to which SPP members are subject.  Finally throughout the 
development of the 2008 Plan, staff used a deliberative approach and sought feedback on each version 
of the plan.  This process yielded many significant improvements to the final plan.   

The SPC recommends modifications to the plan focusing on the following components:  
1. Communication and Education 

2. Membership Development/Expansion/Contract Services 

3. Transmission Expansion 

4. Future Market Development/Design 

5. Reliability Compliance – Regional Entity  

Recommendation 
The SPC recommends adoption of the 2008 Strategic Plan. 

Approved: Strategic Planning Committee January 15, 2009 

  

 

Action Requested: Approve Recommendation 
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2008 Strategic Plan 
December 12, 2008 
Developed by the 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
Strategic Planning Committee 
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Background 
SPP approved its most recent Strategic Plan in October 2006. The Strategic Planning Committee 
(SPC) held a retreat May 12-14, 2008. Included in the planning retreat were members of the 
committee, SPP executive staff, and facilitator Pete Hoelscher. 
 
Strategic Planning Committee 
The SPC is comprised of a diverse group of representatives from the SPP membership and the 
Board of Directors: 
 
 
Richard Spring, Chair 
VP, Transmission 
Kansas City Power & Light 

Ricky Bittle 
Vice President 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 

Mike Wise 
Vice President, Transmission & Operations 
Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 

Tim Woolley 
Sr. Manager, RTO Policy 
Xcel Energy 

Rob Janssen 
President 
Redbud Energy 

Mike Palmer 
VP, Commercial Operations 
The Empire District Electric Company 

Mel Perkins 
VP, Transmission 
OG+E Electric Services 

Les Evans 
VP, Power Supply 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 

Jim Eckelberger 
Chairman, SPP Board of Directors 

Harry Skilton 
Vice Chair, SPP Board of Directors 

Joshua Martin 
SPP Board of Directors 
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Strategic Planning Process 
In revising the Strategic Plan the SPC considered three basic questions: Where are we, with 
respect to what is happening regionally and nationally? Where do we want to go? How do we get 
there? The group sought to modify SPP’s strategic goals for moving forward, while retaining its 
uniqueness in the industry and continuing to provide benefit to its members. 
 
Where are we? 
This data-gathering phase produced an understanding of SPP’s relative position in the industry 
and the environment in which SPP operates. The group assessed changes since the current plan 
was approved in October 2006, changes expected to occur during the planning period horizon, 
and an executive staff-developed strawman proposal of potential plan modifications. This phase 
also included a review of the state and federal regulatory environments to which SPP members 
are subject. 
 
Where do we want to go? 
The SPC recommends modifications to the plan focusing on the following components:  
 
1. Communication and Education 
2. Membership Development/Expansion/Contract Services 
3. Transmission Expansion 
4. Future Market Development/Design 
5. Reliability Compliance – Regional Entity 
 
How do we get there? 
The SPC recommends that SPP organizational groups further investigate certain issues and make 
appropriate recommendations to the Board of Directors and Regional State Committee.
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SPP’s Value Propositions 
To provide guidance during the planning process, the SPC reviewed SPP’s values – the 
principles that have driven its history and frame its future. These principles are very familiar to 
SPP members, and they distinguish this organization from other regional organizations. 
 
Relationship-Based 
SPP dates to 1941 when 11 utilities across seven states pooled their generation resources to serve 
a critical defense plant in central Arkansas. After the war, the organization continued to exist. It 
grew to a peak membership of 78 entities without any legal recognition, until it incorporated in 
December of 1993. Until 1998, the membership agreement consisted of a single paragraph 
obligating members to abide by the organization’s bylaws. As in the past, relationships, rather 
than contracts, continue to keep this diverse organization together. 
 
Member-Driven 
SPP’s organizational structure of broad-based committees, working groups, and ad hoc task 
forces is the true source of SPP’s product. More than 360 people are involved in efforts driven by 
these groups. These groups’ rosters match the organization’s diverse membership, requiring 
participants from across the footprint and recognizing the various member types and sizes. These 
principles promote member ownership in the organization’s products, reduce interventions in 
regulatory proceedings, and continue to keep SPP’s staff size the smallest in the industry. 
 
Independence Through Diversity 
Since its inception, SPP’s membership has been one of the most diverse of any regional 
organization in the industry. With membership comprised of investor-owned utilities, 
independent power producers and independent transmission companies, municipal systems, 
generation and transmission cooperatives, state authorities, wholesale generators, and power 
marketers, any and all opinions are heard loudly and clearly in organizational group meetings.  
 
As a member-driven organization, meaningful stakeholder involvement drives SPP’s efforts and 
effectively balances diverse opinions. Since 2004, this independence has been further enhanced 
with governance residing in an independent Board of Directors. When SPP was recognized as a 
Regional Transmission Organization (RTO), the SPP Regional State Committee (RSC) was 
formed, adding an important formal layer of diversity. 
 
Reliability & Economic/Equity Issues Inseparable 
In 1968, SPP took on the responsibility of serving as a regional reliability council under what 
became the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC). The Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) approved SPP as an RTO in 2004 and a Regional Entity (RE) 
in 2007. As an RTO, SPP provides transmission planning, tariff administration, reliability 
coordination, and wholesale market services to our members in an efficient and cost-effective 
manner. As an RE, SPP enforces reliability standards for our members and other users, owners, 
and operators of the bulk electric system in the SPP region. 
 
SPP members have long maintained that electric reliability issues cannot be debated in the 
absence of economic/equity issues. History has shown that attempts to separate reliability and 
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economic/equity issues result in the same people meeting in different venues with confusion over 
which organization should attempt to resolve problems. A single organization providing both 
RTO and RE services results in greater cost-effectiveness and organizational efficiency for SPP’s 
members. 
 
Evolution, Not Revolution 
SPP’s original purpose was to pool power to support the war effort.  In the decades since then, 
SPP’s mission and our members’ needs have changed.  Reliability remains SPP’s preeminent 
focus; however, a deliberate evolutionary process has guided the growth in services delivered by 
the organization, resulting in a carefully staged maturation. 
 
 
The Industry Today 
The SPC discussed the current environment of the electric utility industry to identify key drivers 
that may impact SPP and its members. This section highlights some of the topics discussed. 
 
The electric power system continues to be characterized as vital, while strides are being made to 
calm turbulence, remove uncertainty, and minimize risk and costs by establishing and stabilizing 
market rules. Industry participants are realizing that an aging utility infrastructure is impacting 
system reliability, and that the transmission component of the infrastructure must be upgraded to 
provide for economic growth and reliability. Many utilities are in a ‘back to the basics’ mode, 
focusing on reliability and cost/performance improvement, resulting in improved financial 
performance by many. Strides are being made toward increasing regulatory certainty, investing 
in infrastructure, and researching new, efficient, and affordable ways to “keep the lights on.”  
 
The industry is experiencing significant cancellations and rejections of new coal-fired base load 
generation, exacerbating diminishing capacity margins. Given the growing interest in Renewable 
Portfolio Standards (RPS), carbon-trading programs (or taxes), and demand response initiatives, 
renewable generation technologies such as wind will only become more important going 
forward. In the SPP footprint in 2007, wind generation was responsible for approximately 2.6% 
of the generation in the Energy Imbalance Service market footprint. SPP has over 50,000 
megawatts (nominal or nameplate) of wind generation in the generation interconnection queue, 
so the potential for wind growth in SPP is large. 
 
New high-voltage transmission expansion will be needed to bring wind energy to consumers. 
Cost uncertainty is a particular concern. The cost of construction labor and materials has been 
extremely volatile world-wide, causing it to be increasingly difficult to accurately forecast the 
cost of new investment.   
 
The Energy Policy Act of 2005 had significant implications for the industry. The act authorized 
FERC to certify an Electric Reliability Organization (ERO). In 2006, FERC certified NERC as 
the nation’s ERO and made it responsible for establishing and enforcing mandatory reliability 
standards for the bulk power system. This was a shift from voluntary compliance standards in 
place since NERC’s founding, and a major step in the transition to a strong reliability 
environment. 
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The needs of the industry, particularly for transmission infrastructure enhancements and 
expansion, are capital intensive. There are numerous regulatory, political, financial and 
implementation hurdles that must be overcome so this infrastructure can be moved from the 
drawing board to in-service operations. 
 
The implementation of SPP’s Energy Imbalance Service market has been successful. The first 
year of operation realized net trade benefits (production cost savings) of over $100 million. 
There is evidence that the market is resolving the majority of congestion in the market footprint.  
While there may not be less congestion in the SPP footprint, it is clear that the market is 
generally addressing congestion in a reliable and efficient manner.  SPP tracks metrics that 
clearly demonstrate the market is providing necessary redispatch solutions to resolve the 
majority of that congestion in a timely manner.  Local high congestion prices are the result of 
historical compromises between building transmission and generation and will not necessarily be 
relieved by first contingency reliability planning.  SPP has started preliminary efforts to 
potentially develop Ancillary Services and Day-Ahead markets.  
 
SPP Today 
SPP manages reliability coordination, wholesale markets, and transmission services on behalf of 
its members, using members’ transmission systems. SPP’s 50 members serve approximately 4.5 
million customers across a 255,000 square mile region spanning eight states. 
 
SPP’s footprint includes 16 control areas responsible for matching electricity supply and demand 
within their regions. The 2007 peak electric demand in SPP’s reliability footprint was 43,346 
coincidental megawatts, approximately 0.7% higher than in 2006. 
 
Electric energy usage increased between 2006 and 2007. In 2007, it was 207.3 million MWh, an 
increase of 1.6% over 2006. Customers within the five largest control areas in SPP (American 
Electric Power West, Oklahoma Gas and Electric, Westar Energy, Inc., Southwestern Public 
Service Company, and Kansas City Power and Light) account for 73% of SPP’s total electric 
energy usage. 
 
SPP’s 2007 capacity resources totaled 50,392 megawatts, resulting in a significant Resource 
Margin (generation capacity in excess of peak demand) of 14,074 MW or 33%, presuming all 
generating capacity would be deliverable when peak electricity demand occurs. Of the total 
generating capacity in SPP, 42% is natural gas-fired and 43% is coal-fired. 
 
Prior to 2005, SPP saw limited regional transmission expansion in the footprint, despite the fact 
that certain areas were constrained.  With the help and feedback of stakeholders, SPP has since 
completed its fourth annual SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP).  In 2005, $150 million in 
transmission capacity improvements were completed.  Since 2005, transmission capacity 
improvements completed included $90M million in 2006, $190 million in 2007, and over $300 
million in 2008.  Approximately $600 million is scheduled for 2009.  These are substantial 
amounts of investment in the transmission system. 
 
The STEP includes projects from four sources: projects identified by SPP as needed for 

                                                   95 of 105



Strategic Plan_Dec08_Final  Page 7 of 16 

reliability; economic projects with voluntary sponsors; projects or upgrades needed as a result of 
the transmission service aggregate study process and the generation interconnection request 
process; and transmission owner or other stakeholder projects planned apart from the STEP. Cost 
estimates and descriptions are provided for all STEP projects. 
 
In 2005, the Board of Directors approved a strategic plan that included six primary areas of 
focus: 

 
1. Markets development 
 
2. Transmission expansion 
 
3. Administrative processes 
 
4. Retention and addition of participants 
 
5. Enhanced regional planning 
 
6. Long-range planning 

 
SPP has made significant progress toward these goals. The Energy Imbalance Service market 
was implemented in February 2007, and cost/benefit analyses are underway for the next phases 
of market development. 
 
The 2006 Strategic Plan was developed in response to the organization’s desire to engage in a 
longer-term planning horizon and to refocus some of the topic areas.  The longer-term 
perspective yielded some additional focus areas including:  
 

 
1. Communication and Education – an effort of SPP and its members with federal/state 
regulatory and legislative constituencies. 
 
2. Center of Excellence – an effort to leverage collective knowledge, expertise and 
provision of leadership and shared services to members. 
 
3. Contract Services – provision of service on contract basis to increase revenue, further 
membership in SPP and enhance the quality of existing services; and,  
 
4. SPP Regional Entity – an effort to organize as a Regional Entity under the Electric 
Reliability Organization (ERO) to perform the delegated responsibilities related to the 
compliance, enforcement and development of mandatory reliability standards.   

 
The recent effort to assess the Organization’s progress on the 2006 Strategic Initiatives has 
overtaken the ’06 Plan and this 2008 version represents an enhanced and updated strategic plan.  
This 2008 Strategic Plan reflects a 5-10 year planning horizon and there are no distinctions in 
terms of priority ranking as was the case in the 2006 Plan.   
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The Outlook for SPP 
This section highlights some of the major issues facing SPP and its members. These issues can 
impact the business plans, effectiveness, and efficiency of SPP and its stakeholders in providing 
reliable and cost-effective services to their respective customers. 
 
Regulatory and Legislative Drivers 
As a public utility, SPP is subject to the jurisdiction of FERC and the limited jurisdiction of some 
states’ retail regulatory commissions. State and federal regulators and legislators have significant 
impact on SPP’s business. There is a high degree of turnover in these constituencies, as some 
commissioners serve by appointment and others by election. Terms will continue to expire for a 
number of commissioners who have authority over SPP and its members. Also, these 
commissions regulate much more than the electric utility industry, including such complex 
industries as gas, water, telecommunications, and transportation. High turnover, steep learning 
curves, and numerous and diverse demands create a formidable challenge to developing and 
maintaining an adequate level of understanding of SPP and its values. This is particularly 
significant as members are under increased scrutiny and pressure to justify investments in 
regional improvements such as new markets and transmission systems. SPP will focus on 
continually communicating and educating to these audiences the intricacies of strategic issues 
facing SPP and its members.  
 
The region has experienced significant uncertainty associated with the cancellations of base-load 
generation, especially coal-fired generation. These cancellations ripple through to SPP’s 
transmission plans and create further uncertainty from a transmission expansion perspective. 
These base-load generation uncertainties potentially confound the integration of wind generation 
in SPP’s footprint. Wind energy is intermittent and to maintain electric reliability, wind energy 
needs to be supplemented with traditional energy sources.     
 
Other external issues creating uncertainties include the potential for RPS and carbon legislation. 
RPS will require utilities to obtain minimum percentages of their power from renewable energy 
sources by a certain date. It is anticipated that states with an RPS or an imposed national RPS, 
but insufficient renewable energy to meet such standards would possibly be interested in 
importing wind energy from sources within SPP’s footprint. Uncertainty also exists regarding 
carbon legislation, which would impact generating resources in and around SPP’s footprint and 
may negatively impact generation Resource Margins.    
 
Human Resources 
The number of qualified technical employees electing a career in the utility sector is waning and 
causing a human resources shortage. This issue is not isolated to SPP’s region, and is impacting 
both SPP and its members. SPP spends significant time and resources training engineers. This 
training provides valuable experience to employees, enabling them to be a commodity in the 
marketplace for engineering talent. Escalating salary and benefits pressure will be exacted on 
SPP to retain this type of talent.  
 
Mandatory Reliability Standards 
The Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires both SPP and its members to comply with new 
mandatory reliability standards. These reliability standards became effective in 2007, and are 
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applicable to all users, owners and operators of the bulk-power system. Under a delegation 
agreement conditionally approved by FERC, the SPP RE is charged with developing regional 
standards and ensuring compliance and enforcement with FERC-approved reliability standards 
for over 120 registered entities (users, owners and operators of the bulk power system) in the 
SPP footprint.  
 
Expansion of SPP Services and Cost Containment 
Implementing mandates from stakeholders and regulators will put upward pressures on SPP’s 
costs and administrative fees to its members, primarily due to investments in infrastructure.   
This will require the Organization to continue to maintain a high degree of focus on cost control.   
There are a number of entities in and outside the region that are interested in retaining SPP to 
provide certain services, but are not interested in full SPP membership; this offsets some of that 
upward cost pressure. However, providing these services must be balanced with maintaining a 
high level of support to SPP’s members and providing a net economic benefit to SPP that does 
not diminish or restrict in any way SPP's fundamental focus or its resources. 
 
To implement our members’ requests, SPP has grown significantly in recent years. Staff growth 
over the next 10 years isn’t expected to approach its recent rapid rate; SPP anticipates employee 
growth to average 6% per year through 2013, stabilizing with approximately 550 employees at 
that time. Growth during 2013-2018 is expected to be 2% annually. This anticipated growth will 
necessitate expansion of SPP’s facilities.  
 
A number of factors have to be considered when deciding on the most cost-effective solution to 
SPP’s facility and data center needs, including NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection 
standards, environmental considerations (tornado paths and floodplains), redundant power and 
communications source requirements, employee demographics, and distance between the 
primary and backup facility.     
 
Analysis of these needs through 2018 has shown the most viable option is to relocate SPP’s 
corporate offices and primary operation center to a campus in west Little Rock, with the 
Maumelle facility serving as our disaster recovery site. 
 
As the organization moves forward in time, it will need to remain ever vigilant in managing and 
controlling the costs to provide its services which are ultimately borne by the members.   
 
Transmission Expansion 
SPP’s members are under increased scrutiny and face significant hurdles in the approval of new 
transmission infrastructure and cost recovery processes. The approval and implementation of 
new infrastructure is complicated and requires significant time and resources, which only adds to 
the delay in getting additional facilities built. 
 
With the assistance of the RSC, SPP has made significant headway since 2006 on transmission 
expansion cost allocation and funding. First, a “base-plan” funding mechanism (which allocates 
costs for reliability upgrades identified in the STEP) was developed and approved by FERC.  
The next step in the evolution of cost recovery for transmission upgrades includes a “balanced 
portfolio” funding mechanism for “economic” transmission investment. This methodology is a 
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result of an intense collaborative effort among SPP staff, the RSC, and stakeholders. This 
mechanism was approved by the FERC on October 16, 2008.  
 
While significant headway has been achieved regarding cost allocation, a large remaining hurdle 
is to develop funding mechanisms for implementing a robust Extra High Voltage (EHV) 
transmission backbone in the SPP footprint, capable of accommodating expected increases in 
wind generation. The SPP region has huge wind energy potential. In Kansas, Oklahoma, New 
Mexico, and the Texas panhandle, there is enough high-capacity wind to potentially add over 
50,000 megawatts to the electric grid. By comparison, our record demand for electricity set in 
2007 was just over 43,000 megawatts. SPP has 1,800 megawatts of wind in service, with 
approximately 50,000 megawatts proposed and under study. To connect large volumes of new 
wind energy to the electric grid, more transmission must be constructed to carry the energy to 
where the demand is. SPP is studying how a “transmission superhighway” of EHV lines would 
enable us to connect tens of thousands of renewable megawatts into the electric grid. 
 
Any new generation, fossil fuel or renewable, has to go through the generation interconnection 
process to be added to the transmission grid. First, the generator completes an interconnection 
request. SPP then completes three studies: load flow (feasibility), impact (stability) and facility. 
Finally, a service interconnection agreement is completed. This process can take more than a 
year, creating uncertainty. Adding to this uncertainty are operational issues surrounding wind 
generation, including the capacity contributions that can be reliably counted upon from wind 
resources. Due to the intermittent nature of wind, capacity and energy needed from other 
generating resources is needed to support operating requirements like voltage, stability and 
regulation. 
 
To address concerns with the Generation Interconnection Queue, the Generation Queuing Task 
Force (GQTF) was formed by the Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) on January 2, 2008.  
The efforts of the GQTF resulted in policy recommendations that should be complete and 
submitted to the MOPC and BOD in early 2009.  Assuming SPP and ultimate FERC approval, 
implementation of the new policy could begin in 2009.  An interim plan was also filed at FERC 
on November 11, 2008 that would allow SPP to cluster backlogged interconnection requests into 
clusters of 15,000MW each.  This interim plan will allow a partial clearing of the backlog of 
interconnection requests until the GQTF recommendations can be implemented. 
 
A number of policy and technical issues will need to be resolved for SPP to achieve its goal of 
establishing the optimal transmission grid. SPP’s current policies do not easily permit non-
transmission owners the opportunity, or incentive, to invest in the needed expansion of the 
transmission grid.  Of necessity these policies are under re-examination as a part of the Strategic 
Planning Committee and the Markets and Operations Policy Committee ongoing activities.  
Ensuring cost recovery (i.e. state regulatory approval of cost recovery), and enhanced benefit 
determination and quantification are keys to optimizing the SPP transmission grid, particularly 
when proposed projects impact multiple jurisdictions.   Creating efficient and effective seams 
agreements, which determine how neighboring transmission providers interact at their borders 
from both an economic and operational perspective, will be a critical step in the implementation 
of any major EHV developments for interregional projects. 
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SPP Markets 
As noted above, SPP is studying the cost and benefits of implementing Ancillary Services and 
Day-Ahead markets. SPP will work closely with its members, the Board of Directors, the RSC, 
and FERC to address any concerns before implementation of new markets.  Preliminary cost-
benefit analyses of future market scenarios demonstrate that there are benefits to be gained for 
SPP’s members.  SPP will conduct market trials to test market software. During these trials SPP 
will be able to correct problems encountered before the implementation of new markets.   
 
Since the implementation of the Energy Imbalance Market (EIS) FERC has encouraged SPP to 
“coordinate with utilities, state commissioners and other interested parties to consider provisions 
for participation of demand resources in the imbalance market.”  Federal initiatives are growing 
and state initiatives are developing.   FERC has allowed retail aggregators to bid customers’ 
demand responses into wholesale markets where state laws do not prohibit such activity and 
retail aggregators in SPP’s footprint have recently sought to become SPP market participants.  
While SPP’s Markets Working Group has begun work on incorporating Demand Response (DR) 
into its EIS Market and future markets, SPP’s stakeholders and the Regional State Committee 
must work together to develop fair and equitable rate and cost recovery mechanisms.  SPP will 
require acknowledgement from registering market participants that retail load to be bid into 
SPP’s wholesale markets is not a violation of applicable state laws.  SPP will also provide 
notification to the wholesale energy provider and relevant retail regulatory agencies. 
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The Strategic Plan 
 
COMMUNICATION AND EDUCATION 
In an effort to further enhance credibility and align its mission with its members’ goals, SPP will 
continue its systematic program to communicate with and educate the region’s federal/state 
regulatory and legislative constituencies. This will allow SPP to better assist its members in 
advancing projects in the region. In 2008 the Communications Department developed and 
implemented a plan for proactive Communication and Education outreach focused on seven 
audiences: regulators, legislators, the general public, other organizations, SPP members and 
customers, the Central Arkansas community, and the media. When appropriate, execution of this 
initiative will be coordinated with the Regional State Committee.  
 
The following steps should be taken: 
1. The Communications Department will continue facilitating quarterly meetings with SPP’s 

executives to plan outreach for the seven focus audiences. 
 
2. SPP will continue to be proactive in assisting its members with issues that impact the 

region’s transmission system or markets. 
 
Outreach planned for 2009: 
 

 SPP officers will continue making visits to regulators, legislators, and SPP members.  
 
 The Communications Department will: 

 

 Work with a vendor to produce an educational video about SPP. 
 

 Work with the members of the SPP Board of Directors to publish editorials and 
opinions in pertinent newspapers and trade journals. 
 

 Participate in the 2009 Girls of Promise program. 
 

 Host quarterly teleconferences with communicators from SPP member 
organizations. 
 

 Work with the Museum of Discovery to launch the new transmission exhibit. 
 

 Create new SPP fact sheets and informational pieces to be used proactively in a 
variety of public forums. 
 

 Issue news releases, post news to SPP.org, and facilitate media interviews. 
 

 Look for opportunities to publish editorials. 

 
Assigned to: SPP Officers and SPP Corporate Communication Staff 
 
MEMBERSHIP DEVELOPMENT/EXPANSION  
SPP will continue to pursue expansion of its membership and its geographic footprint to further 
leverage its capabilities and lower costs.  SPP will continue to offer services on a contract basis, 
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pursuant to Board-approved assessment criteria, in order to increase revenues, further 
membership in SPP, and enhance the quality of existing services. 
 
The following steps should be taken: 
 
1. The Board of Directors will receive a quarterly report from the President on Membership 
status, pending opportunities for Membership expansion and/or the provision of Contract 
Services.  
 
2. Existing Members will be engaged in the recruitment of new members. 
 
3. Working with guidance from the SPP Strategic Planning Committee, SPP senior staff will 
periodically assess the potential for member additions and which potential members would be 
beneficial to pursue on behalf of the Organization.   
 
4. SPP staff will develop a process to include advice and input from current membership with 
respect to the addition of new members or contract service offerings.  This process will be 
complete by the first quarter of 2009.    
 
5. SPP staff will continue to evaluate contract service opportunities as they arise to ensure that 
such offerings fit within SPP’s Mission and Value Statements, provide net economic benefits to 
the existing SPP Members (in terms of reduced administrative fees, optimized shared services 
and enhanced operations and seams integration) and do not diminish or restrict in any way SPP's 
fundamental focus or its resources. 
 
6. SPP will continue to provide contract service offerings to non-SPP Members that leverage 
SPP’s existing infrastructure. 
 
Assigned to: SPP Officers 
 
TRANSMISSION EXPANSION 
SPP will consolidate all of its Transmission expansion efforts into one overarching title.   
 
The following steps should be taken: 
 
SPP staff working with the Regional State Committee should develop and implement 
methodologies to deal with the following subcategories of transmission expansion: 
 

1. Inter-regional transmission expansion matters such as: Seams Agreements, EHV policies 
and build-out considerations, and wind energy exports; 
• This EHV effort is being conducted in parallel with efforts to reach conclusive seams 

agreements, including transmission cost allocation, with neighboring regions.  
Without such seams agreements, efforts to meet the strategic initiative of facilitating a 
robust regional transmission system will be hampered.   

2. Intra-regional transmission expansion matters such as: continuous improvement in 
current tools and processes like the Aggregate Study process, the Generator 

                                                   102 of 105



Strategic Plan_Dec08_Final  Page 14 of 16 

interconnection queuing process and the STEP, as well as policy issues associated with 
transmission ownership and construction 
• There are three issues that negatively impact the length of time required to reach a 

timely conclusion to a transmission service request:  
1. customers are using the process to screen a wide variety of resource and 

transmission options in an effort to determine the optimal choice, 
2. customers withdrawal of transmission service requests due to the 

customers decision not to proceed with proposed generation, 
3. impacts that transmission service requests have on non-SPP parties which 

take time to resolve. 
• To address these concerns an Aggregate Study Improvement Task Force (ASITF) 

was formed by the Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) on June 18, 
2007. The efforts of the ASITF resulted in policy recommendations approved by 
SPP’s Board of Directors (BOD) that are presently being converted to Tariff language 
by the RTWG. The effort should be complete and submitted to the MOPC and BOD 
by the January 2009 meeting cycle. Assuming approval by SPP and a successful 
review at FERC, implementation of the new policy could begin in 2009. In the 
interim, stakeholders have approved a short-term plan that was filed at FERC on 
August 8, 2008 that would allow the pairing of sequential open windows of the 
prescribed transmission service request process through January 2010 to expedite the 
backlog of pending transmission service requests. 

• To assist with the resource screening process, beginning in September 2008; one 
customer is participating in a beta-screening project with the support of SPP staff. 
Assuming the beta screening process achieves the expected results, SPP staff plans to 
have a posted customer driven screening process in place by the end of 2008. The 
posted process will include modeling and other tools intended to provide customers 
greater flexibility in the self screening of projects.  Ultimately, SPP must find a 
mechanism to more closely link the Aggregate Study and Generator Interconnection 
processes and fit those results into our long range plans.; 

• The Generation Queuing Task Force (GQTF) policy recommendations endorsed by 
the RTWG on September 25, 2008 are awaiting review and approval of the RTWG 
before submission to the MOPC and SPP BOD.  This effort should be complete and 
submitted to the MOPC and BOD in early 2009.  Assuming approval by SPP and 
subsequent review and approval at FERC, implementation of the new policy could 
begin in 2009; and, 

3. Transmission expansion cost allocation matters dealing with such issues as: the allocation 
of costs for an EHV system, introduction and implementation of renewable technologies 
and the associated transmission system impacts, and transmission expansion cost-
beneficiary calculation improvements.    
• The initial Balanced Portfolio of economic upgrades is expected to include as a part 

of the annual STEP process, reviewed by the RSC and endorsed by the Board of 
Directors in January 2009. 

• Having completed the policy decisions related to the Balanced Portfolio the Regional 
State Committee (RSC) turned their attention to an Economic Evaluation for the EHV 
Overlay. The RSC’s Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) initiated the 
stakeholder process in August 2008 presenting an EHV Overlay Concepts paper to 
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the RSC in October 2008. The proposal contained in the Concepts Paper will consider 
a number of scenarios i.e.; types and locations of the generating resources, potential 
for varying RPS standards, differing environmental scenarios, etc.  The RSC agreed 
to provide additional feedback to the CAWG in their January 2009 meeting. 

• This EHV effort is being conducted in parallel with efforts to reach conclusive seams 
agreements, including transmission cost allocation, with neighboring regions. At the 
same time, SPP’s tariff mandates at a minimum that once every five years the method 
of determining project beneficiaries is to be reviewed and that review process is 
included in the RSC’s Work Plan. This review will address the megawatt-mile 
method currently utilized as well as other available options. In addition the RSC’s 
Concepts Paper on Economic Upgrades considered the potential for expanding the 
benefits of transmission beyond production cost modeling. Expanded benefits that 
need to be considered include, at a minimum, reduced reliability margins (capacity 
margins requirements), improved efficiencies in delivery in terms of capacity and 
energy losses, the ability to manage fuel supply disruptions/natural disasters, etc., 
notwithstanding the benefits of a more robust transmission system to facilitate timely 
and flexible generation and demand response decisions.  It is expected that these EHV 
and transmission cost allocation efforts will continue throughout 2009.  SPP conducts 
an “unintended consequences” review as a part of its approval of the annual SPP 
Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP).  SPP will consider a review process that over 
some period of time would assess whether or not all of the efforts in transmission 
planning, including the encouragement necessary for both transmission owners and 
non-transmission owners to participate in the process, that were intended to 
strategically implement a robust transmission grid have occurred.   

 
Assigned to: SPP staff; RSC and RSC Cost Allocation Working Group; Regional Tariff Working 
Group 
 
MARKET DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN 
SPP will evaluate future market development offerings for the region including the requisite 
cost/benefit studies. A strategic decision including consultation with the SPP RSC will then be 
made concerning further market services (external generation, Demand Response (DR) and 
energy efficiency, ancillary services markets, day-ahead markets, and physical or financial 
transmission rights) development in the region.  
 
As part of the future Market Development and Design, SPP will seek to develop and implement 
Consolidated Balancing Authority (CBA) services for its members to have both elements 
become operational in a coordinated effort thereby providing cost savings and developmental 
efficiencies.   
 
The following steps should be taken: 
 
1. Develop cost/benefit analyses and recommendation for future market offerings to be presented 
to the RSC and Board of Directors including next steps, estimated costs and timelines for 
development and implementations.  The Plan should address how future markets, along with a 
CBA, are most efficiently and cost-effectively developed. 
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2. The RSC and Board will approve the next steps; i.e. strawman approach, cost/benefit analysis 
and approach. 
 
3. The current expected schedule follows: 

 
MWG begin Business Requirement detail specifications       November 2008 – November 2009 
Present Final Cost/Benefit Study & Schedule                         January 2009 
BOD Approval of Cost Benefit Study                                     January 2009 
Completion of Requirements (MWG, ORWG)                       December 2009 
Vendor Development                                                               December 2009 - December 2010 
System Testing                                                                         January 2011 - July 2011 
Market Trials                                                                           August 2011 - January 2012 
Implementation                                                                        March 2012 

 
Assigned to: SPP Staff, MWG, ORWG 
 
4. SPP’s stakeholders working with the MWG, MOPC and the Regional State Committee must 
work together to develop fair and equitable rate and cost recovery mechanisms that address retail 
aggregator demand response participation in SPP markets. 
 
Assigned to: MOPC, MWG, RSC 
 
 
Reliability Compliance – SPP RE 
SPP will continue to support its model of functional separation in order to continue providing 
reliability and transmission service value to its members in an efficient and cost effective 
manner.  The SPP RE will continue to perform the delegated responsibilities of compliance and 
enforcement with strong functional separation from the non-statutory responsibilities of the SPP 
RTO.    
 
SPP will undertake measures to strengthen the functional separation of the SPP RE, including: 
 

1. Hire a RE Manager. 
2. Eliminate conflict-of-interest reporting relationships amongst RE and RTO employees. 
3. Develop and administer separate RE employee performance compensation policies. 
4. Institute procedures to ensure that confidential compliance information is not shared 

between the RE and RTO employees. 
 
Assigned to: SPP RE Trustees 
 
SPP is also undertaking measures to provide reliability excellence in the SPP footprint by 
instituting forums that provide compliance advice and guidance to SPP Members and Registered 
Entities. 
 
Assigned to: SPP Compliance staff 
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