
 

 
AGENDA 

 
REGULAR MEETING 

Monday, April 24, 2006 
1:00 pm- 5:00 pm 

Renaissance Hotel & Cox Convention Center 
Oklahoma City, OK 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

a. Declaration of a quorum 
b. Adoption of January 30, 2006 Minutes 

3. UPDATES 

a. RSC Financial Report 
b. Other RSC officer reports 
c. FERC 
d. SPP 

4. BUSINESS MEETING-ALL ITEMS SUBJECT TO DISCUSSION AND ACTION 

a. Cost Allocation Working Group (CAWG) status report ......... Dr. Mike Proctor  
• Large Generator Interconnection Agreement  status 
• Attachment J and Z revisions status 
• Base Plan Guidelines Task Force (BPGTF) report 
• 2006 CAWG draft strategy 

b. Kansas Electric Transmission Authority (KETA) overview..... Larry Holloway  
c. Kansas House Resolution No. 6005 (inclusion of economic upgrades in 

Base Plan) ..................................................................................... Les Dillahunty 
d. New Mexico Attorney General & the LPSC vs. FERC; U.S. Court of Appeals 

for the D.C. Circuit, Cases No. 04-1398 & 04-1399 .................... Les Dillahunty 
e. Electric Reliability Organization Status Report .........................Charles Yeung 
f. Base Plan Funding & Aggregate Study Update......................... Les Dillahunty 
g. SPP Tariff Modifications to Accommodate Local Criteria Transmission 

Upgrades……………………………………………………… .………Les Dillahunty 
h. Ancillary Services Cost Benefit Study overview...........................Carl Monroe 
i. EIS Market Implementation Update ................................................Carl Monroe 

• Status of FERC Filing on EIS Issues  
j. EIS Order Confidentiality Provisions……………………...………Les Dillahunty 
k. Draft agenda for the Fall Technical Conference........................ Les Dillahunty 
l. Other issues   

5. SCHEDULING OF NEXT REGULAR MEETING, SPECIAL MEETINGS OR EVENTS 

6. ADJOURNMENT 



 
 

 
 

Notice of Meeting of the Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee 
 
 
The Southwest Power Pool (SPP) Regional State Committee (RSC) will hold a public meeting at 
1:00 pm CDT on April 24, 2006.  The business meeting will involve discussion and possible 
action as set forth in the attached Agenda.  Members who are not able to attend in person 
should submit a proxy in accordance with the Bylaws. 

Persons planning to attend the meeting by teleconference should register online at least one 
day prior to the meeting at http://www.spp.org in order to obtain the telephone number for 
conference bridge access.  The telephone number will be provided at close of business the day 
before the meeting.    

  

  
 



 
 

 
 
 

 
Southwest Power Pool 

REGIONAL STATE COMMITTEE  
Omni Mandalay Hotel at Las Colinas, Dallas, Texas 

January 30, 2006 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

Administrative Items: 
Members in attendance or represented by proxy were: 

Denise Bode, Oklahoma Corporation Commission (OCC) 
Brian Moline, Kansas Corporation Commission (KCC) 
Adrianne Brandt, proxy for Julie Parsley, Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) 
Steve Gaw, Missouri Public Service Commission (MPSC) 
Mary Cochran, proxy for Sandra Hochstetter, Arkansas Public Service Commission (APSC) 

 
Others in attendance in person or via phone:   

Tom DeBaun, Kansas Corporation Commission 
Larry Holloway, Kansas Corporation Commission 
Matt Tome, Kansas Corporation Commission 
Joyce Davidson, Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Karen Forbes, Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Bridget Headrick, Public Utility Commission of Texas 
Mike Proctor, Missouri Public Service Commission 
Ryan Kind, Missouri Office of the Public Counsel 
Richard House, Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Jim Eckelberger, SPP Director 
Harry Skilton, SPP Director 
Josh Martin, SPP Director 
Nick Brown, SPP 
Carl Monroe, SPP 
Les Dillahunty, SPP 
Stacy Duckett, SPP 
Jeff Price, SPP 
Dianne Branch, SPP 
Cheryl Robertson, SPP 
Lamona Lawrence, SPP 
Nora Mead Brownell, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Tony Ingram, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
John Rogers, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Penny Murrell, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
David Fleischaker, Secretary of Energy, OK 
Walter Wolf, Stone, Pigman, Walther, Wittman, LLC 
Craig Roach, Boston Pacific 
Mel Perkins, OG+E 
Bob Koenig, OG+E 
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Alan Derichsweiler, Western Farmers 
Michael Desselle, AEP 
David Brian, East Texas Cooperatives 
Walt Shumate, EEI 
Tim Woolley, Xcel Energy 
Robin Kittel, Xcel Energy 
Terri Eaton, Xcel Energy  
Carl Huslig, Aquila 
Ron Gary, Lafayette Utilities System 
Harry Dawson, OMPA 
Doug Henry, Westar 
Dennis Reed, Westar 
Mike Palmer, Empire 
Bary Warren, Empire  
Rick Wolfinger, Constellation 
 

President Bode called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.  Joyce Davidson called roll and a quorum 
was declared.  President Bode asked for adoption of the October 24, 2005 meeting minutes (RSC 
Minutes 10/24/05 – Attachment 1).  Adrianne Brandt moved to adopt the October 24, 2005 
minutes as modified by Vice President Parsley.  Steve Gaw seconded the motion.  Hearing 
no objection, the minutes were adopted.   
 
Updates: 
President Bode called on Dianne Branch (SPP) to present the RSC Financial Report (RSC 
Financial Report – Attachment 2).  Ms. Branch reviewed the RSC 2005 income statement 
concluding and reporting that the RSC was under budget for the year. 
 
President Bode asked for updates from the RSC officers.  Hearing none she moved on to the FERC 
report presented by Tony Ingram.  Tony Ingram introduced Commissioner Nora Brownell and 
Penny Murrell from FERC.  Commissioner Brownell saluted the RSC efforts and stated her belief 
that FERC and the states must work together to assure benefits to consumers.  She also 
highlighted the Commission’s planned final rule addressing requirements for an Electric Reliability 
Organization, stressing its importance, and its relationship with regional authorities.  Regarding the 
Commission’s recent final rule addressing its increased authority stemming from PUHCA repeal, 
Commissioner Brownell stated her belief that a less fragmented industry is better for all the states 
and should provide tangible benefits but she recognized the political pressure on states.  She also 
summarized the meeting with Kansas stakeholders and regulators earlier the same day which 
addressed economic and reliability upgrades of transmission, characterizing this meeting as a case 
study in what the FERC and the states need to look at to assure that adequate infrastructure is in 
place and the costs of upgrades are appropriately allocated.  Following Commissioner Brownell, Mr. 
Ingram reported that the Commission issued, in December, its final rule on RTO/ISO cost 
accounting which will facilitate tracking RTO costs, enhancing transparency.  He also noted the 
Commission’s final rule addressing market manipulation and its proposed rule on transmission 
pricing incentives, which prompted comments from a diverse group of industry participants and 
interested parties. 
 
Nick Brown was asked to provide an update of Southwest Power Pool (SPP) activities.   Mr. Brown 
stated that he would cover the 2005 Year in Review (2005 Year in Review – Attachment 3) and 
address an action item under 4b of the agenda.  Mr. Brown highlighted 6 initiatives of 2005:  
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Outreach/relationship growth, Transmission Utilization, Board Development, Reliability 
Improvement, Accountability Tracking, and Administrative Process.  Mr. Brown stated that 2005 
was a landmark year in terms of furthering transmission expansion.  This was due in large part to 
the cost allocation plan, which was a bold action from the RSC and provided a procedure allowing 
for Base Plan upgrades.  Attachment AA allowed the ability to pre pay smaller upgrades. A 
transmission definition was determined, which was not a small undertaking.  Mr. Brown added that  
plans and financing are underway for a primary coordination center, which would be separate and 
secure.  Mr. Brown asked Jeff Price (SPP) to present an update on the Cost Benefit Study 
conducted using higher fuel costs (Cost Benefit Study Presentation – Attachment 4).  Mr. Price 
stated that the updated study for Arkansas and Missouri indicated that higher fuel prices 
significantly increase the benefits of the SPP EIS Market. 
 
President Bode then asked for a round of introductions including those joining via phone. 
                                                                                                                             
Business Meeting: 
President Bode called on Mike Proctor to report on the Cost Allocation Working Group status 
(CAWG Report – Attachment 5).  Dr. Proctor reviewed work with the Generation Interconnection 
Task Force (GITF) including the cost allocation process for the generation interconnection credit 
process.  The CAWG is working through Tariff revisions for Attachment Z and J to assure that 
revenue crediting for requested upgrades considers differences and similarities between new 
Network Transmission Service and Point to Point Transmission Service.  SPP staff is working on 
“strawman” language.  Future discussion will include the waiver process and the future roll-in of 
requested upgrades.  The Base Plan Guidelines Task Force (BPGTF) is dealing with what projects 
are included in the Cost Allocation Base Plan.  Standards are needed and it is planned to finish 
these standards by the end of March 2006.  President Bode requested that projects be prioritized 
and that information be provided on new issues with a brief write up on all issues.  President Bode 
inquired about the aggregate study.  The second study is almost complete and it was asked that 
information be provided to the group. 
 
Nick Brown asked to discuss a Service Agreement filed with FERC in August of 2005.  At this time, 
the FERC members excused themselves from the room.  Mr. Brown explained that the signed 
Service Agreement, Docket ER05-1416, had been denied by FERC in an October 27, 2005 order, 
which SPP feels is a departure from precedent.  SPP filed a Request for Rehearing and 
Clarification in November 2005.  Mr. Brown asked for a show of support from the RSC for a 
technical conference, which can be done without taking sides.  It was the consensus of the group 
that a technical conference would be beneficial for understanding.  The RSC may try to file joint 
comments.  Hard copies of the order and the request for rehearing were distributed (Order and 
Request for Rehearing – Attachment 6). 
 
Carl Monroe provided an update on the EIS Market implementation.  Mr. Monroe reported that SPP 
made a Market Tariff filing on January 4.  To date, fourteen comments/interventions/protests have 
been filed.  SPP is working on their response, which is due on February 9.  Mr. Monroe reported on 
the status of Market tasks.  Generation was moved where SPP did deployment testing, Day in the 
life enhanced testing began January 23 with success, operated with scripted inputs, and unscripted 
Market trials will begin on February 20.  Market participants were asked to present their status at 
the MOPC meeting. All stated that they would be ready for the May 1 Market implementation.  
Market readiness metrics were approved by MOPC, which provides objective criteria to evaluate 
each stage of testing.  
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Dianne Branch provided a SAS70 audit report (Report of Independent Accountants and 
Presentation – Attachment 7).  Ms. Branch stated that the first ever SAS70 Type1 audit had been 
performed in 2005 and reviewed the process, the outcome, and the remediation plan.  A Type II 
audit, which is required to run no less than six months, is planned for May through October 2006.  
March 2006 will mark the beginning of the audit readiness assessment.  Mr. Brown stated that the 
SAS70 audit helps our members who are under the Sarbanes Oxley Act by allowing one audit 
rather than many.  SPP is not required to perform an audit under this act. 
 
Nick Brown provided a report on the Board of Directors Evaluation and the Customer Satisfaction 
Survey (Board Evaluation and Customer Satisfaction Survey Results – Attachment 8).  The 
Corporate Governance Committee formed an Organizational Effectiveness Task Force (OETF) in 
2005 to evaluate Board of Directors effectiveness.  This evaluation covered three primary areas 
including long-term strategy, need for more Board involvement, and a customer satisfaction survey. 
 In regards to long-term strategy, the Strategic Planning Committee has scheduled a retreat in 
June. In addition to a Board evaluation, the OETF performed an organizational self-assessment 
looking at the process and improvements of various stakeholder committees and task forces.  
Group scopes were also reviewed.   
 
Les Dillahunty inquired about the RSC internal audit and asked if anything was being done.  
President Bode stated that the process was started but that no timeline had been set as yet.  She 
said that they would have a report at the April meeting on the auditor and the schedule of the audit. 
 
Scheduling of Next Regular Meeting, Special Meetings or Events: 
President Bode noted that the next regularly scheduled RSC meeting is in Oklahoma City on April 
24, 2006.  Scheduled meetings and locations for the balance of 2006, in addition to the April 
meeting are (Remaining 2006 RSC and SPP Board Meetings – Attachment 9): 
 

July 24 – Kansas City, MO 
 
October 23 (Annual Meeting) – Tulsa, OK 

 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Les Dillahunty 
 



Feb Actuals Feb Budget Variance YTD Actuals YTD Budget Variance Annual Budget

Income
        Other Income 45,130           20,711         24,419       46,047       41,422         4,625       448,530         
Total Income 45,130           20,711         24,419       46,047       41,422         4,625       (C) 448,530         

Expense
    Operating Expense
        Meetings 2,947             $3,864
    Total Operating Expense 2,947             20,711         17,764       3,864 41,422 37,558 (A) 248,530

    Outside Services
        Cost Benefit Studies            42,183                   -          (42,183)          42,183                  -        (42,183) 200,000
    Total Outside Services            42,183                   -          (42,183)          42,183                  -        (42,183) (B) 200,000

Total Expense 45,130 20,711 (24,419) 46,047 41,422 (4,625) 448,530

Net Income (Loss) -                 -               -             -             -              -           -                 

(A) Year to date (YTD) operating costs are less than budget as the only costs incurred thru February are those expenses associated with 
          meetings.

(B) YTD study costs are greater than budget as all 2006 study costs were budgeted for later in the year and costs incurred to date are
          related to studies originating in the prior year.

(C) YTD revenues are greater than budget given that ytd expenses are greater than budget.

Regional State Committee
 February 2006

Budget vs. Actual
DRAFT



Summary of Key Changes to SPP LGIA 
- Draft 2.ppt 2-22-2006 1

Summary of Key Changes to 
SPP Large Generator 

Interconnection Agreement
SPP RTWG

March 2, 2006

Summary of Key Changes to SPP LGIA - Draft 2.ppt          2-22-2006

Three-Party Agreement
Convert from a two-party agreement:

Transmission Provider (TP)
Interconnection Customer (IC)                  

to three-party agreement: 
Transmission Provider
Interconnection Customer
Transmission Owner (TO)

• Specifically identify and separate TP & TO 
responsibilities and rights.
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Interconnection Service

• Offer only Energy Resource 
Interconnection Service (ERIS).

• Delete all terms associated with Network 
Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS).

• Additional requirements associated with 
NRIS are addressed through the 
transmission service request process.

Types of Facilities
• Interconnection Customer Interconnection 

Facilities (ICIF)
• Transmission Owner Interconnection 

Facilities (TOIF)
• Attachment Facilities (AF)
• Requested Upgrades (RU) - Replaces the 

term Network Upgrades (NU).  Using RU 
avoids conflict with the definition of NU 
already in the OATT which is associated 
with transmission service.



Summary of Key Changes to SPP LGIA 
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Types of Facilities - continued

• Stand Alone Network Upgrades (SANU) –
Delete this term.  Instead, the portions of 
the TOIF, AF and RU to be built by the IC 
will be identified in Appendix A.

Facility Cost Allocation & 
Ownership

TOAccording to 
OATTICRU

TONoneICAF

TONoneICTOIF

IC
NoneICICIF

Ownership
Cost 

Reimbursement?Funding
Facility 

Type
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Interconnection and Upgrade Facilities 
Example

= Existing Transmission Facilities
= Interconnection Customer Interconection Facilities
= Transmission Owner Interconnection Facilities
= Attachment Facilities (B1, B2 and B3)
= Requested Upgrades (New line, B4 and B5)

B1
B2

B3

POI

PCO

M

B4

New line required
 for stability

B5

~

3

Construction Options –Article 5
• Standard Option – TO builds according to IC’s 

schedule
• Option to Build – TO can’t commit to meet IC’s 

schedule, so IC builds some or all facilities
• Negotiated Option – Negotiate schedule and 

liquidated damages for TO to build some or all 
facilities.

• Delete “Alternate Option” – This duplicates 
Negotiated Option.  Also, it’s unlikely a TO would 
voluntarily take on liquidated damages and
commit to meet IC’s schedule.
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Refer to the SPP OATT

• Definitions- Any Capitalized terms not in Article 1 
will be based on the definition in the OATT.

• Generator Balancing Service (Section 4.3)
• Payment for Reactive Power (Section 9.6.3)
• Compensation for IC outage schedule changes 

(Section 9.7.1.2)
• Reimbursement for Requested Upgrades 

(Section 11.4.1)
• Any billing except for construction (Article 12)
• Dispute Resolution (Article 27)

Other Large Changes

• Move Generating Facility Information, 
Sections 24.3 and 24.4,  to Sections 
5.10.4 and 5.10.5 respectively

• Article 17 Default – Clarify to make this a 
three step process

1. Breach
2. Time to cure Breach
3. Default



Summary of Key Changes to SPP LGIA 
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Significant Additions

• Add Appendix G – Interconnection 
Requirements for Wind Generation in 
compliance with FERC Order 661A.

Changes to the SPP OATT
• The Task Force recommends changes to several 

definitions in the OATT to bring consistency 
between the OATT and the LGIP/LGIA.  (NOTE: 
Capitalized terms that are not defined in the LGIP/LGIA are 
based on the OATT definitions)

• Changes are recommended in Attachment J to 
clarify how Requested Upgrades will be 
addressed.

• The Task Force recommends that the RTWG 
review for consistency the various definitions of 
“Transmission Owner” in the OATT, the 
Membership Agreement and the Bylaws.



Possible Strategic Planning Subjects for the SPP CAWG 
 

January 16, 2006 
Rev. 1 March 17, 2006 

 
1. Continue Attachment Z and J Revenue crediting process 
 
2. Continued Reports from Generation Interconnection Task Force 
    Small Generation Interconnection Procedure and Agreement (Filing due May 1, 2006) 
    Order 661A Interconnection for Wind Energy 
 
3. Reports from Base Plan Guideline Task Force (BPGTF) 
 
4. Reports from Kansas Electric Transmission Authority (KETA) 
 
5. Attachment Z Roll-In of Requested Upgrades 

• General discussion  
• Discussion regarding unpaid credits at time of roll-in 

 
6. Attachment J Waiver Process 

• Discussion of schedule related to Aggregate process 
• Methodology for filing Waiver 

 
7. Discuss methodology for RFP analysis for Transmission 

• SPP interface with RFP process 
• SPP interface with RFP study 
• Consultant or TO model data required for RFP study 

 
Other SPP items to be monitored 
 
a. Reactive Power discussions 

• SPP tariff requirements – Schedule 2 
• EIS Market requirements  

 
b. Energy Imbalance discussions 

• SPP tariff requirements – Schedule 4 
• EIS Market requirements 

 
c. Transmission usage and market analysis – heavily loaded flow gates, patterns of usage 

• General discussion for benefit of CAWG participants 
• Relation of flow gate analysis to credit process 

 
d. EIS market activity 

• General discussion of EIS market activities 
• Current methodologies effecting cost 

 
e. Increased Wind Overhead Conductor Ratings 

• General discussion 
• Update of status of implementation 
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KETA Coordination with SPP, 
KCC, and FERC 

Larry Holloway
KCC Staff

• SPP
– KETA’s role within SPP

• Transmission owner?
– SPP role with KETA

• Planning, studies, operational control, tariff administrator, 
security coordinator

• FERC’s role
– KETA is not FERC jurisdictional

• But – KETA may be recovering costs through zonal tariffs 
that are

• KCC’s role
– Certification for portions outside the state
– Allocation of remaining costs to Kansas utilities
– Recovery of costs in retail rates of jurisdictional 

utilities
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KCC Jurisdiction under HB 2263 

• Jurisdiction:
• New Sec. 8. (a) The authority shall not be 

subject to supervision or regulation by the state 
corporation commission, except that the 
authority shall be construed to be a public utility 
subject to the jurisdiction of the state corporation 
commission with regard to wire stringing and 
transmission line siting pursuant to K.S.A. 66-
183 and 66-1,177 et seq., and amendments 
thereto.

KCC Jurisdiction (cont)

• Wire Stringing
– Essentially refers to KCC adopted safety code 

– NESC
• Transmission Line Siting

– Transmission lines 230 KV or greater and 5 
miles or longer in length;

– Not on existing transmission or limited access 
4-lane highway right-of-way. 
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KCC Responsibilities under HB 2263
• Certifying KETA out of state transmission 

facilities for bonding:
– 9 (b) Transmission facilities constructed, upgraded or 

repaired using proceeds of bonds issued pursuant to 
this section shall not be required to be located wholly 
within this state if:

• (1) The majority of the costs of the construction, upgrade or 
repair is for construction, upgrade or repair of transmission 
facilities located or to be located in this state; and

• (2) the state corporation commission certifies that the 
portions of the lines and appurtenances located outside this 
state will improve the reliability and security of the state’s 
electric transmission system or will contribute to the long-
term economic well being of this state. 

KCC Responsibilities (cont)
• Recovery of KETA costs not included in SPP Tariffs

– 7 (a) (15) recovering its costs through tariffs of the southwest power 
pool regional transmission organization, or its successor, and, if all 
costs are not recovered through such tariffs, through assessments 
against all electric public utilities, electric municipal utilities and 
electric cooperative utilities receiving benefits of the construction or 
upgrade and having retail customers in this state. Each such 
utility’s assessment shall be based on the benefits the utility 
receives from the construction or upgrade, as determined by the 
state corporation commission upon application by the authority. In 
determining allocation of benefits and costs to utilities, the 
commission may take into account funding and cost recovery 
mechanisms developed by regional transmission organizations and 
shall take into account financial payments by transmission users
and approved by the federal energy regulatory commission or 
regional transmission organization. Each electric public utility shall 
recover any such assessed costs from the utility’s customers in a 
manner approved by the commission and each electric municipal or
cooperative utility shall recover such assessed costs from the 
utility’s customers in a manner approved by the utility’s governing 
body;
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KCC Responsibilities (cont)
• KCC Cost Recovery Mechanism under HB 2234

– New Sec. 14. (a) As used in this section:
– (1) ‘‘Appurtenances’’ means all substations, towers, poles and other 

structures and equipment necessary for the bulk transfer of electricity.
– (2) ‘‘Commission’’ means the state corporation commission.
– (3) ‘‘Construction or upgrade of an electric transmission facility’’ means 

construction or upgrade of an electric line, and appurtenances, with an 
operating voltage of 115 kilovolts or more.

– (b) Upon application, the commission may authorize recovery of costs 
associated with the construction or upgrade of an electric transmission 
facility if the commission finds that:

– (1) (A) A regional transmission organization has identified such
construction or upgrade as appropriate for reliable operation of the 
integrated electric transmission system or for economic benefits to 
transmission owners and customers; and (B) a state agency has 
determined that such construction or upgrade will provide measurable 
economic benefits to electric consumers in all or part of this state that 
will exceed anticipated project costs; and

– (2) such costs are not being otherwise recovered. 

KCC Responsibilities (cont)
• KCC Cost Recovery Mechanism Sec. 14 HB 2234 (cont)

– (c) The commission shall review an application for 
recovery of costs pursuant to this section in an 
expedited manner if the application includes evidence 
that expedited construction or upgrade of the electric 
transmission facility will result in significant, 
measurable economic benefits to Kansas electric 
consumers. Recommendation or approval of 
construction or upgrade of an electric transmission 
facility by a regional transmission organization shall 
constitute a rebuttable presumption of the 
appropriateness of such construction or upgrade for 
system reliability or economic dispatch of power.
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KCC Responsibilities (cont)
• KCC Cost Recovery Mechanism Sec. 14 HB 2234 (cont)

– (d) In determining whether to approve recovery of 
costs pursuant to this section the commission may 
consider factors such as the speed with which 
Kansas electric consumers will benefit from the 
transmission facility and the long-term benefits of the 
transmission facility to Kansas electric consumers, or 
both, and whether such factors outweigh other less 
costly options. An application for recovery of costs 
pursuant to this section shall include such information 
as the commission requires to weigh such factors, 
including, but not limited to, information regarding 
estimated line losses, reactive power and voltage 
implications and long-term economic and system 
reliability benefits.

KCC Responsibilities (cont)
• KCC Cost Recovery Mechanism Sec. 14 HB 2234 (cont)

– (e) Any recovery of costs authorized by the commission pursuant 
to this section shall be assessed against all electric public 
utilities, electric municipal utilities and electric cooperative
utilities receiving benefits of the construction or upgrade and 
having retail customers in this state. Each such utility’s 
assessment shall be based on the benefits the utility receives 
from the construction or upgrade. In determining allocation of 
benefits and costs to utilities, the commission may take into 
account funding and cost recovery mechanisms developed by 
regional transmission organizations and shall take into account 
financial payments by transmission users and approved by the 
federal energy regulatory commission or regional transmission 
organization. Each electric public utility shall recover any such 
assessed costs from the utility’s retail customers in a manner 
approved by the commission and each electric municipal or 
cooperative utility shall recover such assessed costs from the 
utility’s retail customers in a manner approved by the utility’s 
governing body.
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KCC Responsibilities (cont)
• KCC Cost Recovery Mechanism Sec. 14 HB 2234 (cont)

– (f) All moneys collected by a utility from assessments 
authorized by the commission pursuant to this section 
shall be paid quarterly by the utility to the 
transmission operator or owner designated by the 
commission.

– (g) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the 
contrary, electric municipal utilities and electric 
cooperative utilities shall be subject to the jurisdiction 
of the commission for the limited purpose of 
implementing the provisions of this section.

FERC Jurisdiction

• Limited jurisdiction over KETA owned 
transmission lines
– However, some new authority from the 2005 

Energy Policy Act.
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SPP Coordination with KETA (HB 2263)

• SPP Planning:
– 7 (d) The authority shall exercise the rights 

and powers granted to it in this act only with 
respect to transmission facilities which the 
southwest power pool regional transmission 
organization, or its successor, has determined 
are compatible with plans adopted by such 
organization and which have been approved 
by such organization.

SPP Coordination with KETA (cont)

• Planning (cont)
– 7 (a) (17) participating in and coordinating with the 

planning activities of the southwest power pool 
regional transmission organization, or its successor, 
and adjoining regional transmission organizations, or 
their successors; and

– 7 (a) (18) participating in and coordinating with the 
planning activities of the southwest power pool 
regional reliability organization, or its successor, and 
adjoining regional reliability organizations, or their 
successors.
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SPP Coordination with KETA (cont)

• Cost Recovery
– 7 (a) (15) recovering its costs through tariffs of 

the southwest power pool regional 
transmission organization, or its successor, 
….

– Remaining cost recovery coordinated with 
KCC.

Concerns Regarding SPP Tariff
• Recognition of projects not owned by incumbent 

TOs
– It is not clear how this would be handled under the tariff
– Bylaws restrict TO participation to “500 miles or more of 

transmission lines at greater than 60KV”
– Ideally, KETA would be a TO under SPP tariff and 

bylaws for KETA owned projects
• Costs of projects (at least the base funded amount) would be 

factored into zone(s) where project is constructed.
• Ideally, KCC allocated remaining costs would likely be on a 

zonal basis
• KETA ownership of generation “attachment” or radial 

interconnection facilities could create interesting cost allocation 
problems

– Who are beneficiaries?

• SPP tariff concerns will be discussed by the Cost 
Allocation Working Group in the future
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Session of 2006

HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 6005

By Committee on Utilities

1-18

A RESOLUTION urging the Southwest Power Pool to recognize the
reliability component and value of economic transmission projects.

WHEREAS, Transmission owners designate system reliability trans-
mission line projects to the Southwest Power Pool (SPP) as base plan;
and

WHEREAS, SPP-approved base plan projects are determined to pre-
serve and improve regional transmission system reliability; and

WHEREAS, One-third of approved base plan project costs is appor-
tioned to all SPP members through tariff charges and two-thirds is paid
by the transmission owner proposing the project; and

WHEREAS, The SPP has identified economic transmission projects
which would permit more cost-efficient dispatch of electricity and move
power from lower cost generators to higher cost service areas; and

WHEREAS, Economic transmission projects will contribute to the
overall transmission system’s reliability by providing redundancy to pro-
tect consumers from natural and manmade electric service interruptions;
and

WHEREAS, Such transmission redundancy and reliability enhance-
ments have a value to all SPP members: Now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of Kan-
sas: That the SPP is urged to recognize the reliability component and
value of economic transmission projects; and

Be it further resolved: That the SPP Board of Directors and Regional
State Committee recommend 80% of the costs of SPP-approved eco-
nomic transmission projects be treated in the same manner as base plan
reliability projects for cost recovery; and

Be it further resolved: That the Kansas representative on the SPP
Regional State Committee is urged to support the concept of this pro-
posal; and

Be it further resolved: That the Chief Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives send an enrolled copy of this resolution to Brian Moline, chair-
person, State Corporation Commission; Nick Brown, President and CEO,
Southwest Power Pool, 415 N. McKinley, #140 Plaza West, Little Rock,
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AR 72205; and Joseph T. Kelliher, chairperson, Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission, 888 First St. NE, Washington, D.C. 20426.
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DRAFT 
                             RSC Resolution in Support of SPP Regional Entity Status 

 
Regional State Committee Meeting 

April 24, 2006 
 
 
In FERC Order No. 672 for an Electric Reliability Organization issued in February 2006, FERC 
acknowledged many commenters’ continued concerns that organizations performing bulk power 
operations that are subject to reliability standards also perform the compliance enforcement for 
those standards within the same organization.  FERC stated in the February order that it would 
require a “high bar” in demonstrating the appropriate amount of separation and independence 
within RTOs wishing to obtain Regional Entity status.  
 
From the February order: 

Sec 673 - As a general matter, the ERO will initially assess whether a regional 
reliability council may become a Regional Entity, subject to Commission 
approval.  When this issue comes before the Commission, it will consider a 
delegation agreement between the ERO and an existing regional reliability 
council in light of whether the application demonstrates compliance with the 
criteria to qualify as a Regional Entity.  The Commission may consider 
reconfiguration or consolidation if a specific problem is raised in the approval 
process, or subsequently if inadequate scope or configuration or other factors 
hamper the performance of delegated responsibilities of a Regional Entity or fail 
to promote effective and efficient administration of the Bulk-Power System. 
 

SPP will be applying to be the Regional Entity for this region.  This will require the approval of 
NERC and the execution of a ProForma Delegation Agreement.  In the process of obtaining 
Regional Entity approval by NERC and by FERC, there will be public comment opportunities 
where opponents of a combined RTO – RE are again anticipated to voice their opposition.  We 
believe the majority of SPP members continue to support the combined organization but also 
believe more changes can be made to meet the expectations of FERC and the industry regarding 
the separation of Regional Entity functions.   
 
SPP is currently developing a proposal for Board approval to make additional changes to the SPP 
organization to ensure sufficient separation of the delegated functions, namely regional standards 
development and compliance enforcement, from its other functions as an RTO, ICT, ITO and 
Reliability Coordinator.   
 
In the recent past, the RSC has supported the combined RTO and Regional Entity organization 
recognizing both the working and financial efficiencies of a combined organization.  
  
There is recognition in the industry and in the FERC order that those entities with legal 
obligations to operate under a single entity, such as ERCOT, may be exempt from separation.   
Although the SPP states do not have the legislative measures in place as in Texas, we believe 
formal Regional State Committee support for a combined RTO – RE Organization would be of 
significant value in the deliberations at NERC and at FERC on the acceptance of SPP as a 
Regional Entity.    
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We therefore ask the RSC to adopt the following resolution that can be referenced in future 
NERC and FERC filings: 
 

The SPP Regional State Committee (RSC) members hereby recognize the 
importance of ensuring appropriate separation and having adequate safeguards for 
the Regional Entity (RE) functions from other non-statutory functions performed 
by SPP.  The RSC members also recognize the efficiencies SPP continues to realize 
in managing reliability within a combined RTO – RE organization for the benefit of 
consumers and bulk power system users in the participating SPP RSC member 
states. The SPP RSC therefore supports SPP’s activities in pursuit of Regional 
Entity status under a single organization and believes SPP can continue to 
effectively and efficiently administer Bulk-Power System reliability as a FERC 
recognized Regional Entity. 

 



1

SPP Base Plan Upgrade List
and Aggregate Study Overview

www.spp.org

2

Transition Plan

• Existing Tariff Language
• Re-evaluate current project list
• 2006-2007 in-service date projects 

only
• NERC Reliability Standards
• SPP Criteria
• Submitted Transmission Owner Criteria
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www.spp.org
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Before and After

• Base Plan  <  $100k
$1.3M  vs.  $1.2 M 

• Base Plan  >=  $100k
$216.4 M  vs.  $190.5 M

• Unidentified (Category 6)
$122.9 M  vs.  $0

www.spp.org
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What about Category 6 ?
“Unclassified”

• $ Base Plan  <  $100k
1. 1 Project ($0)

• Base Plan  >=  $100k
1. 10 Projects ($11.3M)

• “Other Upgrades”
1. Needed before Dec 31st, 2005

– 5 Projects ($11.9M)
2. New Load

– 21 Projects ($69.2M)
3. Good Utility Practice

– 7 Projects ($23.8M)

• Removed from Expansion Plan
1. 4 Projects ($6.3M)

Total Project Costs of Category 6 Reallocations

Base Plan
Needed Before Dec 31st, 2005
New Load
Good Utility Practice
Removed
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Annual Revenue Requirement (ATRR) 
Responsibility by Zone

• 20 Base Plan Upgrades evaluated 
(with project cost less than $100k) in 
2006, 14 additional in 2007

• 3 projects in 2006 with MW-mi impact, 
4 additional in 2007

www.spp.org
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ATRR Responsibility by Zone 
2006

Total Base Plan Zonal ATRR
PROJECT TOTALS TOTAL

Zone 33% TO 67% MW-Mi 67% Zonal BP < 100k
SWPA -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                 -$                     
AEPW 431,158$        -$                    13,125$          18,317$       462,600$         
GRDA 43,396$          -$                    2,753$            -$                 46,149$           
OKGE 307,511$        -$                    50,157$          28,613$       386,281$         
WFEC 67,987$          -$                    -$                    10,214$       78,200$           
SPS 238,157$        1,511,820$     10,349$          -$                 1,760,327$      
MIDW 14,984$          -$                    5,056$            -$                 20,040$           
SUNC -$                    21,974$          -$                 21,974$           
WERE 175,682$        802,419$        945,208$        6,724$         1,930,033$      
WEPL 93,437$          -$                    3,810$            -$                 97,247$           
MIPU 68,594$          99,720$          8,551$            13,113$       189,978$         
KCPL 163,911$        73,819$          45,980$          -$                 283,710$         
EMDE 100,202$        -$                    -$                    -$                 100,202$         
SPRM 40,636$          -$                   -$                   -$                40,636$          

1,745,655$     2,487,779$    1,106,963$    76,981$      5,417,377$     
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ATRR Responsibility by Zone 
2007

Total Base Plan Zonal ATRR
PROJECT TOTALS TOTAL

Zone 33% TO 67% MW-Mi 67% Zonal BP < 100k
SWPA -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                   -$                     
AEPW 984,593$        2,149,441$     280,553$        -$                   3,414,588$      
GRDA 99,100$          241,963$        -$                    -$                   341,063$         
OKGE 702,233$        263,922$        -$                    28,613$         994,769$         
WFEC 155,254$        -$                    -$                    10,214$         165,468$         
SPS 543,855$        99,372$          2,080,315$     -$                   2,723,542$      
MIDW 34,217$          2,161$            -$                    -$                   36,378$           
SUNC 48,107$          12,179$          -$                    -$                   60,286$           
WERE 558,293$        1,491,356$     802,419$        6,724$           2,858,792$      
WEPL 59,898$          -$                    -$                    -$                   59,898$           
MIPU 199,689$        3,140$            99,720$          13,113$         315,661$         
KCPL 452,005$        26,383$          390,406$        -$                   868,794$         
EMDE 129,514$        265,629$        -$                    -$                   395,142$         
SPRM 34,028$          -$                   -$                   -$                  34,028$          

4,000,788$     4,555,545$    3,653,414$    58,663$        12,268,411$   

www.spp.org
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Aggregate Study Overview

Study Process Per OATT Attachment Z

3 Study Periods per year

• Feb 1 – May 31
• June 1 – Sept. 31
• October 1 – Jan. 31

Failure of Customer to execute Study    
Agreement causes Customer’s reservation to be 
withdrawn

SPP provides the Customer options after SPP 
posts the Facility Study including withdrawal
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Aggregate Study Results

751399b. MW
227a. Oasis Reservations

Service Agreements

2,3124,219b. MW
3655a. Oasis Reservations

Facility Study

5,9154,2655,855b. MW
817586a. Oasis Reservations

Impact Study

Oct 1 – Jan 31June 1 – Sept 30Feb 1 – May 31



EIS Market Order Confidentiality Provisions 
 
 
Cite Requirement FERC Concerns Draft SPP Response WG/Committee 

Responsible - SPP 
Person 

221 Given the discussion above that SPP’s section 7.4 of 
Attachment AE is virtually identical to provisions 
previously rejected by the Commission, we will reject 
this provision and direct SPP to align its tariff with 
that of the Midwest ISO and PJM with regard to state 
access to confidential information. 

 Protocols – None 
Tariff – Needed 
System Changes – 
None 
 

SPC/RSC - Les 
Dillahunty 

221 In addition, SPP is directed to delete the phrase “or 
to a state regulator or its staff” from sections 7.1.5 
and 7.2(c) of Attachment AE, and make necessary 
conforming changes to other proposed tariff 
provisions consistent with our direction above.  
Further, Midwest ISO filed its non-disclosure 
agreement with the Commission; we will also direct 
SPP to file its non-disclosure agreement as part of 
its compliance filing. 

We find that SPP’s adoption of the 
confidentiality provisions similar to those of 
Midwest ISO and PJM will allow state 
regulators within SPP to obtain confidential 
information that they believe is necessary 
for them to satisfy their statutory 
responsibilities, while at the same time 
ensuring that this information remains 
confidential and protected from 
unauthorized disclosure. 

Protocols – None 
Tariff – Needed 
System Changes – 
None 
 

SPC/RSC - Les 
Dillahunty 

 



Proposed SPP Technical Conference 
Fall 2006 

 
1. Regulatory Overview 

• FERC/State make-up today vs. terms, vacancies 
• SPP Footprint State Issues  
• FERC Hot Buttons  

 ERO 
 National Corridors 
 Long Term FTRs  
 RTO 
 ISO 
 ICT 
 Where things might be headed?  

• FERC’s Market Monitoring Role 
• FERC’s Interest in RTO Cost Comparison 
• Update on the status of the Reliability Entity (RE) approach being proposed for 

SPP 
 
2. Economist / Analyst 

• What are energy prices today? Where might they go?  
• Who controls the oil from the international perspective? 
• Can we conserve? Is so, at what price? 
• Evaluation of nuclear and wind options in the SPP footprint  
• Is technology or coal gasification going to dramatically change the landscape? 
• Is electric utility deregulation static? 
• What is the role of rate design? What is it’s impact on generation and 

transmission expansion? 
 
3. Transmission Planning 

• How does SPP compare with other regional organizations in terms of approach, 
participant funding? 

• What industry approaches are successful in transmission expansion? 
• Are economic upgrades tested as reliability upgrades in other RTO’s? 
• Will the complexity of SPP’s cost allocation cause us to re-think the approach 

and move to something that suggests we roll-in all new transmission as a means 
to address the simplification of the cost structure and the feeling of some that 
economics and reliability are inseparable and as such paid for in the same 
manner. 

• Are other RTO’s having greater success than SPP in the construction of 
transmission? If so, what is that success attributed? 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Market Development 
• Where is SPP?  
• How does SPP compare to other RTO’s?  
• What are the issues facing those markets, implementation, and uplifts?  
• Do we believe that Day 2 is a steady state for a while as these systems are tried, 

tested, and operated or are there indications of new initiatives?  
• Ancillary Services Cost Benefit Study 
• Business structures  

 RTO 
 ICT 
 ITC 

 
5. Competitive bidding vs. transmission planning 

• SPP states are interested in competitive bidding for energy resources; however, 
the SPP systems are designed for commitments to transmission not speculative 
choices. 

• Presentation of a SPP straw man that could address the conceptual transmission 
alternative cost and implications of sourcing from alternative DNRs. 

 
6. What studies don’t tell you? 

• Cost Benefit Studies cannot be compared side by side  
• What is the status of the current SPP Strategic Plan? 
• What is the result of SPP’s June 2006 Strategic Planning effort? 
• What is the status transmission expansion? 
• List of projects that are in service and near term projects  
• Base Plan Projects Update 
• Aggregate Study Results 
• CAWG/RTWG/MOPC Tariff evolution 

 
7. Demand Side Management 

• What does this mean for SPP? 
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