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StraSouthwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Intercontinental Stephen F. Austin, Austin, Texas 

January 16, 2014 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Ricky Bittle (AECC) called the meeting to order.   SPC members participating in person or by phone were: 
Jim Eckelberger (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); 
Venita McCellon-Allen (AEP); Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise (GSEC); Les Evans (KEPCO); Bill Grant 
(Xcel); and Jon Hansen (OPPD).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Nick Brown, Carl Monroe, Stacy 
Duckett, Paul Suskie, Jay Caspary, David Kelley, and Charles Yeung. Other guests participated in person 
or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Bittle referenced the minutes of October 17, 2013 asking for additions or corrections (Minutes 
10/17/13 – Attachment 2).  The minutes were approved by acclamation. 

Mr. Bittle reordered the agenda to take up Item 5 last during the meeting. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items. 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) Update  

Rob Janssen (Dogwood and MOPC Chairman) provided an informational report following the MOPC 
meeting from the previous two days.  Rob noted several items of strategic relevance.  Specifically, he 
highlighted Integrated Marketplace developments: including the MOPC approval of MPRRs; progress on 
readiness for the March 1 startup; and, lastly Phase II implementation matters.    Rob recapped the 
discussions surrounding transmission planning noting: the 2014 ITPNT approval; the 2015 ITPNT scope; 
the 2015 ITP10; and, the HPLIS updates.  He also described the roles the MOPC would play in the tariff 
provisions for inclusion the Integrated System (IS) and the SPP Strategic Plan refresh.    

Agenda Item 4 – SPC Org Group Survey/Assessment/Metrics 

Michael Desselle reviewed the SPC Organizational Group Annual Self-Evaluation/Assessment (SPC 
Assessment 2013 – Attachment 3) and the annual SPC Organizational Group Survey analysis (2013 Org 
Group Survey – Attachment 4).  In response to a written comment, included in the survey response, 
regarding the mission of the Board in strategic planning Ricky Bittle noted the upcoming changes 
designed to address that criticism.     

Agenda Item 6 – SPCTF Update 

Ricky Bittle described the motion of the SPCTF (SPCTF Update – Attachment 5) seeking SPC approval 
to adopt SPP Staff’s recommendation to create a business practice requiring that RFP bid participants in 
the Competitive Bidding Process submit cost estimates at an expected +/-20% precision bandwidth and 
that the NTC-C process would not be applicable to the Competitive Bidding Process.  It was noted that 
only Westar and Transource had opposed the SPCTF motion.  Ricky framed the question as “how to 
make the bidding process work if you allow the winner more time to refine their bid” by using the NTC-C.  
Jake Langthorn noted that using the NTC-C opens the door to allow bidders “two bites at the apple” and 
thereby distorts the bidding process.  Jake recognized and was sensitive to the arguments by some that 
30 days may not be sufficient time to develop solid estimates.  Chairman Eckelberger suggested that 
perhaps additional time greater than 30 days might be considered.  Consensus seemed to build around 
the submission bandwidth at +/-20%, but that more time should be allowed.  Mike Palmer noted past 
concerns about transmission expansion cost overruns and that SPP still did not have a mechanism to 
deal with changes outside the bandwidth.  He suggested that provisions be developed that had “teeth” 
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with repercussions for the habitual “bad actor”.  Suggestions were made that the SPCTF should consider 
two additional questions: 1. Increase the timeframe for bid submittals following the issuance of NTCs; 
and, 2. Provisions with “teeth” to control costs. 
 
Ricky Bittle called for a vote on the SPCTF motion.  The vote passed with 6 in favor, 4 against (each of 
the Independent Directors and GSEC), and 1 abstention (AECC). 
 
Following approval of the SPCTF recommendation, a motion by Josh Martin seconded by Harry Skilton 
that tasks the SPCTF to consider allowing more time than 30 days for entities to respond to the RFPs 
resulting from Board issuances of NTCs, and to consider provisions be developed with “teeth” to control 
cost overruns passed unanimously.   

Agenda Item 7 – SPP Strategic Plan Revision Update  

Michael Desselle shared with the SPC the presentation he had been presenting to each of the MOPC 
Working Groups (Strategic Plan Presentation – Attachment 6) and discussed the proposed letter from 
Ricky Bittle to be sent to all SPP members seeking their input (Strategic Plan Revision Update – 
Attachment 7).   
 
Related to strategic direction, Chairman Eckelberger raised the issue of Integrated Marketplace Phase II 
Enhanced Combined Cycle completion. He had heard concerns expressed during the MOPC meeting.  In 
response to questions, Richard Ross noted that the MWG is engaged and incorporating lessons learned 
from other markets and refining the design.  He noted that while the MWG did not have the complete 
answer, that they did have the right design based on everything they know now.  Mike Wise noted that 
GSEC is pushing and looking for continued progress.  He stated that he does not want [SPP] to stop 
short, but wants to get the design “right” since his view is that these units would be the workforce of the 
future.  He noted that if that takes more than a year then GSEC would be satisfied but he’ll continue to 
push.  Costs were discussed as were vendor resource constraints.  The chairman, following the 
discussion, indicated that he was satisfied that we [SPP] are moving in the right direction.   

Agenda Item 5 – New Member Integration 

Carl Monroe reported on the status of negotiations with the group of potential new members collectively 
referred to as the Integrated System (IS).  He noted that the IS is comprised of the Western Area Power 
Administration (WAPA) Upper Great Plans Region, Basin Electric Power Cooperative (Basin), and 
Heartland located in North and South Dakota, portions of Iowa, Minnesota and Nebraska, and Montana 
through a DC connection with the Western Interconnect.  He provided an overview of the IS and 
described the discussions held since April 2013.  He noted that the parties have now all made public 
announcements of their intent to join the SPP and that there are now other interested parties considering 
joining.  Carl described the fundamental characteristics of the IS members (i.e., winter peaking, load and 
generation, and transmission, etc.).  Carl noted that IS transmission expansion cost sharing under the 
SPP Highway/Byway would occur after integration and before then, no cost sharing would occur.  He 
noted an October 2015 desired integration into SPP and that SPP would determine transmission “need-
by” dates.  Carl described the IS retail regulator jurisdictions and discussed possible implications for the 
composition of the RSC.  He laid out the process for approval of the IS joining SPP and noted that 
approvals will be sought in April.   Following these discussions, the open meeting was adjourned and then 
the group went into executive session to discuss negotiation strategies. 

Agenda Item 8 – Summary of Action Items 

Action items are: 
• SPCTF to consider additional considerations discussed in Item 6. 

 
The next regularly-scheduled SPC meeting is July17 in Omaha, Nebraska.     
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle, Secretary 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday, January 16, 2014 

 8 AM – 3 PM 

Intercontinental Stephen F. Austin, Austin, Texas 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
 

1. Call to Order and Administrative Items .................................................................................. Ricky Bittle 

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

3. MOPC Update ....................................................................................................................... Rob Janssen 

4. SPC Org Group Survey/Assessment/Metrics ..............................................Ricky Bittle/Michael Desselle 

5. New Member Integration ..................................................................................................... Carl Monroe 

6. SPCTF Update ......................................................................................................................... Ricky Bittle 

7. SPP Strategic Plan Revision Update ............................................................................... Michael Desselle 

8. Summary of Action Items .............................................................................................. Michael Desselle 
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Southwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

SPP Corporate Center, Little Rock, Arkansas 

October 17, 2013 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Ricky Bittle (AECC) called the meeting to order at 8:45 AM following a closed session to discuss 
membership updates.   SPC members participating in person or by phone were Jim Eckelberger 
(Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); Mel Perkins (OGE); 
Bary Warren as proxy for Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise (GSEC); Les Evans (KEPCO); Bill Grant (Xcel); 
and Troy Via as proxy for part of the meeting for Jon Hansen (OPPD).  SPP Staff included Michael 
Desselle, Nick Brown, Carl Monroe, Lanny Nickell, Paul Suskie, Stacy Duckett, David Kelley, and Pete 
Hoelscher. Other guests participated in person or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Bittle referenced the minutes of July 18, 2013 asking for additions or corrections (Minutes 7/18/13 – 
Attachment 2).  With one modification the minutes were approved by acclamation. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items. 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) Update  

Rob Janssen (Dogwood and MOPC Chairman) provided an informational report following the MOPC 
meeting from the previous two days.  Rob noted two items specifically impacting the SPC: 1) the MOPC 
approval for TRR110 with one modification; and, 2) the MOPC recommendation for 2 scenarios for the 
ITP10.  The TRR110 modification impacted the SPCTF $50,000 bid deposit recommendation forwarded 
to the Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) for incorporation into the Order 1000 compliance tariff 
filing.  Rob described other major highlights from the MOPC meeting. 

Jim Eckelberger raised two issues from the MOPC meeting as having strategic implications.  The first 
issue dealt with the MOPC decision to limit the ITP10 study efforts to 2 futures. He expressed concern 
that limiting analysis to only 2 scenarios impairs the Board’s fiduciary responsibilities.  Participants 
discussed alternatives and possible solutions.  The second issue dealt with RCAR results indicating 
negative impacts to 5 entities.  He expressed the view that the real answer to solve the inequities 
identified in the RCAR process was to ensure that the seams issues get resolved.  Ideas were discussed 
about working with willing seams partners to develop transmission projects.  It was also noted that two 
other SPP committees were also working on seams resolutions.    

Agenda Item 4 – Benefits of Transmission Communication Strategy Update 

Pete Hoelscher provided an update on the approach to communicate the benefits of transmission 
following feedback from the SPC in its July 2013 meeting.  He noted that the problem to be solved is to 
help state regulators see transmission expansion beyond the associated cost to the value it provides.  He 
shared a draft message tree that is designed to ensure consistent messaging as well as is the approach 
(Benefits of Transmission Communication Approach – Attachment 3) and a one-page Introduction to the 
Transmission System paper (An Introduction to the Transmission System – Attachment 4).   
 
Members and participants were complementary of the approach and provided some additional 
suggestions.  Most notably was a suggestion to stress the fact that transmission is an intergenerational 
benefit.  Some expressed the view that starker contrast was still needed that lets the consumer know 
what happens when transmission is neglected (the lights go out).  The consumers and regulators need to 
know that reliability and outages are the reasons they should care about transmission.    
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Agenda Item 5 – Seams Issues Update 

Paul Suskie provided an update on Seams negotiation matters (JOA Renegotiation Updates – 
Attachment 5).  Paul had provided the same presentation to the MOPC the preceding day.   

Agenda Item 6 – SPCTF Order 1000 Policy Decisions  

Michael Desselle provided a report of the SPCTF on Order 1000 policy recommendations that were 
forwarded to the RTWG for inclusion in TRR110 (SPCTF on Order 1000 – Attachment 6). Discussions 
centered on the MOPC’s further modification to the “bid deposit” recommendation.  
 
Among other items FERC directed SPP to file OATT revisions that establish a precise dollar amount, or a 
formula, for establishing the dollar amount of the initial fee that a prospective transmission developer 
must submit with its bid.  Staff proposed to the SPCTF an initial bid deposit of $100,000.  The SPCTF 
modified the initial bid deposit proposal to $50,000 on the basis that $100,000 seemed too high.  As 
noted, this modified recommendation was provided to the RTWG for incorporation into the compliance 
tariff and they adopted it for their compliance recommendation to the MOPC.  The MOPC further modified 
the recommendation of the RTWG regarding the bid deposit amount and changed it to $10,000 with the 
rationale that $50,000 could potentially prohibit participation, especially amongst smaller entities.  The 
SPC debated the MOPC’s further modification and following a motion by Rob Janssen, seconded by Les 
Evans the SPC did not endorse the lower amount because of the view that the cost of the bidding 
process is to be borne by the bidders and not SPP’s members.  Staff agreed to develop for the Board’s 
consideration a formulaic approach. 
 
Paul Suskie noted that FERC had granted an extension for SPP to file how it intends to incorporate the 
Aggregate Study process into the Order 1000 bidding process.  He noted that SPCTF would work with 
RTWG and BPWG to develop the changes. 
 
Regarding the non-compliance related policy matters, it was noted that the SPCTF held a conference call 
to consider staff’s proposal to develop the cost estimates associated with DPP proposals submitted by 
entities in the SPP ITP planning processes.  The proposal called for the costs associated with the staff’s 
development of the DPP cost estimate to be paid for initially by the Admin fee and then after the first DPP 
process reevaluate whether to create a separate charge.  The SPCTF voted to approve the staff’s 
proposal with one no vote and one abstention.   Bill Grant (Xcel) noted that he abstained on the SPCTF 
vote because he didn’t have a better solution.  Dennis Reed (Westar) noted that he was comfortable with 
the proposal because today we have no idea what the cost will be.  Bill Grant moved and Josh Martin 
seconded endorsement of the SPCTF’s approval of the staff’s recommendation which passed with all in 
favor.  The issue of the bandwidth cost estimate for the DPP proposals was also discussed.  Staff noted 
that the existing ITP process requiring +- 30% would not change.  Bill Grant moved endorsement of the 
SPCTF non-compliance related policy recommendations with the caveat that once costs are known for 
staff’s development of DPP cost estimations that SPP will reconsider how to separately bill those costs.  
The motion was seconded and passed with all in favor.           

Agenda Item 7 – Strategic Planning Process Development 

Ricky Bittle described a process for the development of the next SPP strategic plan.  He noted that he 
met with Rob Janssen in his role as chair of the MOPC to devise a process to gain the maximum input of 
members into the plan development and how to shape the plan to be beneficial to members.  He noted 
that starting in January the SPC would begin to seek input from stakeholders, including the MOPC and its 
committees.  In April the SPC will have its retreat and develop a draft plan from that input.  In June 
following the Board education meeting, the Board, Members Committee and SPC would meet and 
discuss the draft and receive their input.  The SPC would finalize the plan for consideration by the 
organizational groups during their July meetings.   

Agenda Item 8 – Strategic View of Load in the SPP Footprint 

Michael Desselle presented background on an issue recently raised in the Finance Committee during its 
deliberations on the SPP Tariff Administration Fee (Strategic View of Load in the SPP Footprint – 
Attachment 7).  He noted that during their discussions that the billing determinants (i.e., Monthly 
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Coincident Peaks for 2013) were highlighted as being much lower than in 2012.  The question was asked 
by Finance Committee members and staff alike if these billing determinants represented a weather 
anomaly or if what is being experienced is loss of load in the footprint.  Desselle noted that a technical 
workshop will be scheduled to begin to assess these questions.  SPC participants also noted that energy 
should be looked at.  

Agenda Item 9 – Summary of Action Items 

Action items are: 
· Ask RCAR to address impacts to affected entities that are on the Seams. 
· SPCTF to frame the discussion or develop which stakeholder group develops the competitive 

solicitation process for the Aggregate Study. 
· Begin process to develop input into the next strategic plan 
· Develop formulaic Bid deposit alternative for October Board consideration 
· Conduct strategic workshop on Load in the SPP footprint. 

 
The next regularly-scheduled SPC meeting is January16 in Austin, Texas.     
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle, Secretary 



SPP Organizational Group Self-Evaluation/Assessment 
(August 2011 – July 2012) 

 
GROUP NAME:  Strategic Planning Committee 
 
CHARTER/SCOPE UPDATE: Attached Charter/Scope has been reviewed:  No 
 
MEMBER ROSTER/ATTENDANCE: 
 

Member Company Sector # 
Present 

# Absent 

Bittle, Ricky Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporation Cooperatives 2 0 

Eckelberger, Jim Director N/A 2 0 

 Evans, Les Kansas Electric Power 
Cooperative Cooperatives 1 1 

*Grant, Bill Xcel Energy Investor-owned 1/1 0 
*Hudson, David  Xcel Energy Investor-owned 1/1 0 

Hansen, Jon Omaha Public Power 
District State Agencies 1 1 

(1 Proxy) 

Janssen, Rob Dogwood Independent 
Power Producer 2 0 

Martin, Josh Director N/A 2 0 

Palmer, Mike The Empire District 
Electric Company Investor-owned 2 0 

Perkins, Melvin OG&E Electric Services Investor-owned 2 0 
Skilton, Harry I. Director N/A 2 0 
Wise, Mike Golden Spread Electric Cooperatives 2 0 
Desselle, Michael Staff Secretary  2 0 

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

4 4 3 
 

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

3 3  1 1    
 
AVERAGE OVERALL ATTENDANCE (INCLUDING NON-GROUP MEMBERS):  43 
 
MEETINGS HELD TO DATE:   Live:    2   Teleconference:   0   Retreat 1 
 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF MEETINGS:     7:00   
 
NUMBER OF VOTES TAKEN:    2 
 
*MEETING COST(S):  $ 36.234.24    (includes 5/1-5/2/2013 Retreat and Retreat Directors 
Fee) 
 
 



SPC cont’d 
 
MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE GROUP: 
 

1. Order 1000 Compliance-related policy recommendations 
2. Completed Strategic Scenario Planning 
3. Restructured Strategic Planning to include full Board engagement annually 
4. Managed new member additions by keeping SPC and Membership informed 
5. Kicked off effort to develop communication strategy regarding the benefits of 

transmission 
 
MAJOR PENDING ISSUES BEFORE THE GROUP: 
 

1. Additional compliance related Order 1000 policy and implementation matters 
2. Update the Strategic Plan 
3. Strategic Situational Assessment of Load in the SPP footprint  
4. Manage successful integration of Board and Members Committee engagement in 

Strategic Planning 
5. Complete the transmission benefit communication strategy 

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



Overview

2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2013 2012 2011 2010 *2009

Business Practices Working Group 71% 60% 64% 82% n/a 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.6 3.8

Change Working Group 63% 61% 44% 65% 38% 4.1 3.9 4.3 4.2 3.3

Corporate Governance Committee 100% 88% 88% 75% 43% 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 3.2

Cost Allocation Working Group 67% 67% 50% 33% 27% 4.7 4.3 3.8 4.0 3.3

Credit Practices Working Group 75% 80% 67% n/a n/a 4.0 4.5 4.0 n/a n/a

Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group 53% 71% 75% 69% 27% 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.3

Economic Studies Working Group 63% 81% 67% 71% 38% 4.1 4.2 3.5 3.9 4.3

Finance Committee 86% 86% 86% 86% 30% 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.2 3.7

Generation Working Group 50% 60% 22% 50% 38% 4.3 4.4 3.5 4.2 2.8

Human Resources Committee 86% 71% 100% 86% 40% 3.8 3.6 3.7 4.3 3.3

Market Working Group 74% 41% 63% 81% 38% 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.2 3.2

Markets and Operations Policy Committee 37% 46% 48% 47% 33% 4.3 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.2

Model Development Working Group 100% 77% 100% 92% 48% 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 2.8

Project  Cost Working Group 65% 63% N/a N/a N/a 4.4 4.5 N/a N/a N/a

Operating Reliabilty Working Group 67% 94% 87% 77% 38% 3.7 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.6

Operations Training Working Group 70% 92% 83% 92% 45% 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 3.7

Oversight Committee 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 3.5

Project Cost Working Group 65% 63% n/a n/a n/a 4.4 4.5 n/a n/a n/a

Regional Tariff Working Group 67% 52% 71% 67% 43% 4.7 3.7 4.2 4.2 3.5

Seams Steering Committee 70% 40% N/a N/a N/a 4.0 4.3 N/a N/a N/a

Strategic Planning Committee 83% 92% 100% 92% 43% 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2 3.1

Systems Protection and Control Working Group 62% 69% 77% 77% 38% 4.5 3.9 4.5 3.5 3.6

Transmission Working Group 54% 82% 79% 67% 41% 3.9 3.9 3.7 4.0 3.4

Average 71% 71% 74% 74% 42% 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.2 3.5

The Finance and  Oversight Committees tied for highest overall effectiveness. This is the second year in a row for that.  

The lowest effectiveness score was the ORWG.

Every score across all groups and questions was 3.2 or higher.

 Group

2013 Organizational Group Survey Analysis

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

Response rate Overall effectiveness

Respondents were asked to select a score from 1 ‐ 5 with 1 being a strong disagreement to the statement and 5 being a 

strong agreement with statement.

Table below shows overal response rates and overall effectiveness scores by Organizational Group in alphbetical order.

Overall average effectiveness is 4.3, a new record



Strategic Planning Committee 2013 2012 2011 2010
Number of members 12 12 12 12

Number of responses 10 11 12 11

Response rate 83% 92% 100% 92%

Overall effectiveness score 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2

Lowest score

Highest score

2013 2012 2011 2010

The agenda reflects the actions to be taken during the meeting 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.6

Meeting materials are provided in a timely manner. 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1

The information provided prior to the meeting is utilized during the meeting 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.2

The information presented in meetings is clear. 4.5 4.5 n/a n/a

Meeting minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.4

Additional comments:

Membership represents the diversity of the SPP organization 4.3 4.7 4.5 4.2

Membership has the necessary expertise and/or skills to accomplish its goals 4.3 4.7 4.7 4.6

Members come prepared to meetings. 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.3

Members are committed to participate and accomplish the group's goals 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.3

Members are supportive and respectful of the individual needs and differences of group 

members. 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.6

Members are engaged during the meeting. 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.5

Decisions are identified and action is recommended 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.6

Facilitation is sufficient to guide discussion. 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.3  

Dissenting voices are heard. 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.5

I depart with a feeling that we have accomplished something. 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.4

The chair seeks input, and organizational group members are able to influence key 

decisions and plans. 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.5

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

members. 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.6

The chair keeps the group on task to achieve appropriate outcomes 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.6
The chair ensures follow‐through on questions and commitments. 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.6

Additional comments:

I maintain a concern about the mission of the SPC and the mission of the Board in strategic planning since both of these entities have this as a responsibility‐‐a 

governance inquiry.

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

organizational group structure

Need to continue to struggle to think long term and make it meaningful.    Committee has been useful in bringing new ideas that other committees need to 

develop.  This is a very useful role since it involves seeing around corners and it needs to be strengthened over time.    Need to be more proactive about the 

futures.    Incorporating the Board and Members committee into the plan for next year is great idea.  

Other comments

Average score

 

Question

Additional comments:

 

 

Additional comments:



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE TASK FORCE ON ORDER 1000 

Recommendation to the Strategic Planning Committee 
January 16, 2014 

Cost Estimate Bandwidth for Competitive Process RFPs 

 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000: 

Ricky Bittle, AECC 
Todd Fridley, Transource Energy 
Terri Gallup, AEP 
William Grant, Xcel 
Jake Langthorn, OGE 

Paul Malone, NPPD 
Dennis Reed, Westar 
Noman Williams, Sunflower 
Brian Thumm, ITC Holdings 
 
 

Background 
In response to the removal of a Federal Right of First Refusal (ROFR) due to FERC’s Order 1000 the 
SPP stakeholders developed a transmission owner selection process (TOSP). The TOSP includes a 
competitive bidding process. The competitive bidding process includes the issuance of an RFP for a 
transmission project to provide an opportunity for qualified entities to bid on projects. While the bids from 
the qualified entities will include multiple items, cost and rate impact will be a component of the bids. 
 
The TOSP impacts the timeline for when NTCs are issued. Due to the impact to the timeline and for a 
desire for the cost estimates included in the bids to be valuable, it was determined by the Strategic 
Planning Committee Task Force (SPCTF) that the cost estimate included in the bids for competitive 
upgrades should be at an expected +/-20% precision bandwidth. 
 
Analysis 
In SPP’s current planning process there are three cost estimate stages for transmission project cost 
estimates. The first is the Conceptual Estimate which is a -50/+100% estimate. The Conceptual Estimate 
is used for initial project review and screening. The second is the Study Estimate which is a +/-30% 
estimate. The Study Estimate is used for project evaluation and inclusion in a final report. The Study 
Estimate is the estimate at the time the SPP Board of Directors makes a decision for project approval. For 
large transmission projects an NTC-C is issued after project approval. The third estimate is the baseline 
estimate which is a +/-20% estimate. Once the NTC-C is issued the developer has a certain amount of 
time to respond with a revised cost estimate. This estimate is the baseline estimate (+/-20%).  
 
To incorporate the cost estimation process into the TOSP adjustments are needed. Utilizing the current 
process without adjustments would create additional delays in issuing an NTC. Additionally, without 
adjustments the cost estimate included in a bid would not be binding as it wouldn’t be utilized as the 
baseline +/-20% value used for project tracking. 
 
Requiring the cost estimate included in the bid to be the baseline estimate negates the need for the NTC-
C process for competitive upgrades. 
 
 

1 

 



 

 
Recommendation 
The Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000 adopted the Staff proposal to create a 
business practice requiring that RFP bid participants in the Competitive Process submit cost estimates at 
an expected +/-20% precision bandwidth and that the NTC-C process would not be applicable to the 
Competitive Bidding Process. 
 
Approved: Strategic Planning Committee Task Force November 18, 2013 

 Westar and KCPL Opposed 

 

Action Requested: Affirm SPCTF recommendation. 
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Our Vision of the Future 
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Three Foundational Strategies 

3 

4 

Initiatives 

• Implement Priority Projects 

• Develop and implement Integrated 
Transmission Plan  

• Regional cost recovery 

• Inter-regional optimization 

• Operational optimization  

 

Three Foundational Strategies 
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Initiatives 
• Implement Day Ahead market with 

transmission congestion rights 

• Implement reliability unit commitment 
process 

• Incorporate operating reserves into Real 
Time Balancing and   
Day Ahead markets 

• Implement Consolidated Balancing 
Authority 

• Demand Response Integration 

• Manage implementation 
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Three Foundational Strategies 

Initiatives 

• Reliability excellence 

• Benchmarking and measurement 

• Enhance market monitoring tools 

• Continuous process improvement 

• Strategic membership expansion 

• Communication and education 

 

6 

Three Foundational Strategies 
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Strategic Initiative Overview 

Establishing the use of scenarios 

• The finalization and internalization of key signposts 
along with the establishment of a process to monitor 
and report on material changes  

• Polling membership on what their organizations see as 
the key uncertainties will provide insight 

• Benefit to communicating scenarios to key external 
constituencies 
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Action Items 

• Deliberative Approach 

• Engaging now 

• Seeking WG input by March/April 

• To be consolidated with other input from WGs, 
stakeholders and the Board 
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Questions to Guide Discussions 

Assessment of where we are today (2014) 

• Where are we now? 

• What do you expect the future to look like (i.e., 
scenarios)? 

• What are the risk and challenges for meeting the future 
scenarios? 

• What are SPP’s strengths and weaknesses? 
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Questions to Guide Discussions (cont.) 

Assessment of where we want to go (5-10 year horizon) 

• Based on the future scenarios (which could include 
probabilities); 

o What are the threats? 

o What are the opportunities? 

• How can SPP: 

o Help avoid the threats? 

o Capture opportunities? 
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MINUTES NO. 79 
 

StraSouthwest Power Pool 

STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Intercontinental Stephen F. Austin, Austin, Texas 

January 16, 2014 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order and Administrative Items 

Ricky Bittle (AECC) called the meeting to order.   SPC members participating in person or by phone were: 
Jim Eckelberger (Director); Harry Skilton (Director); Josh Martin (Director); Rob Janssen (Dogwood); 
Venita McCellon-Allen (AEP); Mike Palmer (EDE); Mike Wise (GSEC); Les Evans (KEPCO); Bill Grant 
(Xcel); and Jon Hansen (OPPD).  SPP Staff included Michael Desselle, Nick Brown, Carl Monroe, Stacy 
Duckett, Paul Suskie, Jay Caspary, David Kelley, and Charles Yeung. Other guests participated in person 
or via phone (Attendance – Attachment 1). 

Mr. Bittle referenced the minutes of October 17, 2013 asking for additions or corrections (Minutes 
10/17/13 – Attachment 2).  The minutes were approved by acclamation. 

Mr. Bittle reordered the agenda to take up Item 5 last during the meeting. 

Agenda Item 2 – Review Past Action Items 

Michael Desselle provided a review of past action items. 

Agenda Item 3 – Markets and Operations Policy Committee (MOPC) Update  

Rob Janssen (Dogwood and MOPC Chairman) provided an informational report following the MOPC 
meeting from the previous two days.  Rob noted several items of strategic relevance.  Specifically, he 
highlighted Integrated Marketplace developments: including the MOPC approval of MPRRs; progress on 
readiness for the March 1 startup; and, lastly Phase II implementation matters.    Rob recapped the 
discussions surrounding transmission planning noting: the 2014 ITPNT approval; the 2015 ITPNT scope; 
the 2015 ITP10; and, the HPLIS updates.  He also described the roles the MOPC would play in the tariff 
provisions for inclusion the Integrated System (IS) and the SPP Strategic Plan refresh.    

Agenda Item 4 – SPC Org Group Survey/Assessment/Metrics 

Michael Desselle reviewed the SPC Organizational Group Annual Self-Evaluation/Assessment (SPC 
Assessment 2013 – Attachment 3) and the annual SPC Organizational Group Survey analysis (2013 Org 
Group Survey – Attachment 4).  In response to a written comment, included in the survey response, 
regarding the mission of the Board in strategic planning Ricky Bittle noted the upcoming changes 
designed to address that criticism.     

Agenda Item 6 – SPCTF Update 

Ricky Bittle described the motion of the SPCTF (SPCTF Update – Attachment 5) seeking SPC approval 
to adopt SPP Staff’s recommendation to create a business practice requiring that RFP bid participants in 
the Competitive Bidding Process submit cost estimates at an expected +/-20% precision bandwidth and 
that the NTC-C process would not be applicable to the Competitive Bidding Process.  It was noted that 
only Westar and Transource had opposed the SPCTF motion.  Ricky framed the question as “how to 
make the bidding process work if you allow the winner more time to refine their bid” by using the NTC-C.  
Jake Langthorn noted that using the NTC-C opens the door to allow bidders “two bites at the apple” and 
thereby distorts the bidding process.  Jake recognized and was sensitive to the arguments by some that 
30 days may not be sufficient time to develop solid estimates.  Chairman Eckelberger suggested that 
perhaps additional time greater than 30 days might be considered.  Consensus seemed to build around 
the submission bandwidth at +/-20%, but that more time should be allowed.  Mike Palmer noted past 
concerns about transmission expansion cost overruns and that SPP still did not have a mechanism to 
deal with changes outside the bandwidth.  He suggested that provisions be developed that had “teeth” 
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with repercussions for the habitual “bad actor”.  Suggestions were made that the SPCTF should consider 
two additional questions: 1. Increase the timeframe for bid submittals following the issuance of NTCs; 
and, 2. Provisions with “teeth” to control costs. 
 
Ricky Bittle called for a vote on the SPCTF motion.  The vote passed with 6 in favor, 4 against (each of 
the Independent Directors and GSEC), and 1 abstention (AECC). 
 
Following approval of the SPCTF recommendation, a motion by Josh Martin seconded by Harry Skilton 
that tasks the SPCTF to consider allowing more time than 30 days for entities to respond to the RFPs 
resulting from Board issuances of NTCs, and to consider provisions be developed with “teeth” to control 
cost overruns passed unanimously.   

Agenda Item 7 – SPP Strategic Plan Revision Update  

Michael Desselle shared with the SPC the presentation he had been presenting to each of the MOPC 
Working Groups (Strategic Plan Presentation – Attachment 6) and discussed the proposed letter from 
Ricky Bittle to be sent to all SPP members seeking their input (Strategic Plan Revision Update – 
Attachment 7).   
 
Related to strategic direction, Chairman Eckelberger raised the issue of Integrated Marketplace Phase II 
Enhanced Combined Cycle completion. He had heard concerns expressed during the MOPC meeting.  In 
response to questions, Richard Ross noted that the MWG is engaged and incorporating lessons learned 
from other markets and refining the design.  He noted that while the MWG did not have the complete 
answer, that they did have the right design based on everything they know now.  Mike Wise noted that 
GSEC is pushing and looking for continued progress.  He stated that he does not want [SPP] to stop 
short, but wants to get the design “right” since his view is that these units would be the workforce of the 
future.  He noted that if that takes more than a year then GSEC would be satisfied but he’ll continue to 
push.  Costs were discussed as were vendor resource constraints.  The chairman, following the 
discussion, indicated that he was satisfied that we [SPP] are moving in the right direction.   

Agenda Item 5 – New Member Integration 

Carl Monroe reported on the status of negotiations with the group of potential new members collectively 
referred to as the Integrated System (IS).  He noted that the IS is comprised of the Western Area Power 
Administration (WAPA) Upper Great Plans Region, Basin Electric Power Cooperative (Basin), and 
Heartland located in North and South Dakota, portions of Iowa, Minnesota and Nebraska, and Montana 
through a DC connection with the Western Interconnect.  He provided an overview of the IS and 
described the discussions held since April 2013.  He noted that the parties have now all made public 
announcements of their intent to join the SPP and that there are now other interested parties considering 
joining.  Carl described the fundamental characteristics of the IS members (i.e., winter peaking, load and 
generation, and transmission, etc.).  Carl noted that IS transmission expansion cost sharing under the 
SPP Highway/Byway would occur after integration and before then, no cost sharing would occur.  He 
noted an October 2015 desired integration into SPP and that SPP would determine transmission “need-
by” dates.  Carl described the IS retail regulator jurisdictions and discussed possible implications for the 
composition of the RSC.  He laid out the process for approval of the IS joining SPP and noted that 
approvals will be sought in April.   Following these discussions, the open meeting was adjourned and then 
the group went into executive session to discuss negotiation strategies. 

Agenda Item 8 – Summary of Action Items 

Action items are: 
• SPCTF to consider additional considerations discussed in Item 6. 

 
The next regularly-scheduled SPC meeting is July17 in Omaha, Nebraska.     
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Michael Desselle, Secretary 



 

 
 
January 9, 2014 
 
 
 
Dear Member, 
 
Since its inception as a Committee of the SPP Board of Directors, the Strategic Planning 
Committee (SPC) has engaged members in a collaborative process to seek insight into the 
evolving trends in our industry and consequently your advice and guidance on SPP’s strategic 
focus.  The Board approved the SPP Strategic Plan in 2010.  The vision for the year 2020 yielded 
the creation of three foundational strategies to drive SPP into the next five years.  The Three 
Foundational strategies in the 2010 Plan are: 
 

1. Build a Robust Transmission System; 
2. Develop Efficient Market Processes; and, 
3. Create Member Value.  

 
These three foundational strategies are still relevant today and will be maintained for the next 5-
10 years.  However, many of the initiatives under each Foundational strategy have been or will be 
achieved within the next year.  Accordingly, it is time to refresh the strategic initiatives in the Plan. 
 
Additionally, since the approval of the 2010 Plan the Strategic Planning Committee in 
collaboration with the Members Committee representatives, the Board and SPP Officers 
undertook the development of strategic scenarios.  Through collaboration, the team looking at the 
critical drivers of Regulation/Legislation, Commodity Prices, Economy/Growth, Technological 
Innovation and Consumer Perceptions derived an expected case that provides the strategic 
foundation for any strategic initiatives.  A consensus was also formed around three divergent 
scenarios: Gas Supply Bust; Water Shortage; and Infrastructure Attacked.  That effort was 
completed in 2013 and the Committee will seek to incorporate these strategic scenarios into the 
updated Plan. 
 
So it is that time again to consider your input to ensure that SPP continues our mission of 
“Helping our Members work together to keep the lights on… Today and in the Future”.   The SPC 
will hold its annual retreat in late April to consider all the feedback provided by members, 
stakeholders in the working groups, policy makers and regulators.  In order for the feedback to be 
consolidated in time for this effort, written submissions will be accepted up until Friday, March 28, 
2014.  Please send your response via e-mail to Michael Desselle, SPC staff secretary, 
at mdesselle@spp.org  
 
As you begin to gather your insight into the critical business drivers and suggested strategic 
initiatives over the next couple of months let me take this opportunity to offer some questions to 
guide in the development of your input to the SPC.  The questions focus on the assessment of 
“where we are today” and “where we want to go” in the 5-10 year horizon.   
 

Assessment of where we are today (2014) 
• Where are we now? 
• What do you expect the future to look like (i.e., scenarios)? 
• What are the risk and challenges for meeting the future scenarios? 
• What are SPP’s strengths and weaknesses? 
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Assessment of where we want to go (5-10 year horizon) 
• Based on the future scenarios (which could include probabilities); 

o What are the threats? 
o What are the opportunities? 

• How can SPP: 
o Help avoid the threats? 
o Capture opportunities? 

 
Thank you for your participation! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ricky Bittle 
Chairman, SPP Strategic Planning Committee 
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