Southwest Power Pool
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
New Orleans Marriott, New Orleans
January 27, 2004
- Summary of Action Items 1. Approved minutes of the October 28-29, 2003 meeting.
2. Approved Nominating Task Force nominations to fill three interim positions: Mike Palmer
(Empire), Doug Henry (Westar) and Jim Stanton (Calpine).
3. Approved Finance Working Group’s recommendation to retain Deloitte & Touche as auditor for
the year ending December 31, 2003.
4. Approved Tariff modifications to Schedule 1 and new Schedule 1A, clarification of the network
service billing process, revision to the billing and payment section and revision to Attachment P.
5. Approved minor changes to the Criteria Foreword and Criteria 3 and 4.
6. Approved authorization to expend up to $70,000 for meetings and travel related to the Market
Working Group efforts for the first quarter of 2004.
7. Approved Southwest Power Pool organizational groups and rosters.
8. Approved engaging the independent directors per the post-RTO committee structure using the
current fee schedule for compensation.

MINUTES NO. 90
Southwest Power Pool
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
New Orleans Marriott, New Orleans
January 27, 2004

Agenda Item 1 - Administrative Items
SPP Chair Mr. Al Strecker called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. and thanked everyone present for
attending. He referred to the agenda and stated that presentations for items 3 and 8 would be combined
(Agenda – Attachment 1). Mr. Strecker then called for a round of introductions. The following Board
members were in attendance or represented by proxy:
Ms. Phyllis Bernard, independent director,
Mr. Nick Brown, Southwest Power Pool
Mr. David Christiano, City Utilities of Springfield, MO,
Mr. Harry Dawson, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority,
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, independent director,
Ms. Trudy Harper, Tenaska Power Services Company,
Mr. Quentin Jackson, independent director,
Mr. Joshua Martin, independent director,
Mr. Stephen Parr, Kansas Electric Power Coop.,
Mr. Gary Roulet, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative,
Mr. Robert Schoenberger, independent director,
Mr. Jim Sherwood, proxy for Mr. Michael Deihl, Southwestern Power Admin.,
Mr. Harry Skilton, independent director,
Mr. Richard Spring, Kansas City Power & Light,
Mr. Al Strecker, OG+E,
Mr. Richard Verret, American Electric Power,
Mr. Gary Voigt, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp.,
Mr. Walt Yeager, Cinergy Services
There were 43 persons in attendance representing 19 members (Attendance List - Attachment 2). Mr.
Brown received one proxy statement (Proxies - Attachment 3) and a quorum was declared.
Mr. Strecker referred to draft minutes of the October 28-29, 2003 meeting (10/28-29/03 Meeting Minutes Attachment 4) and asked for corrections or a motion for approval. Mr. Dawson moved that the minutes be
approved as presented. Mr. Skilton seconded the motion, which passed unopposed.
An email vote was requested from the Board of Directors for approval of a FERC filing. The filing was in
compliance with Order 2003 required at FERC on January 20. The OPC recommended approval of the
filing (Email vote – Attachment 5). The Board of Directors approved for filing with FERC the pro forma
interconnection agreement to SPP's regional tariff, as recommended by the Operations Policy Committee.
With 16 of 18 directors participating, the 2/3's quorum requirement was met and votes were as follows; 10
in favor, 4 against, and 2 abstentions, with the action approved by receiving 2/3's support of those voting.

Agenda Item 2 – Nominating Task Force Report
Mr. Christiano presented the Nominating Task Force Report (NTF Report – Attachment 6). Mr. Christiano
explained that currently there were three vacancies on the Board of Directors due to retirement or
resignation. Per SPP’s Bylaws, the task force is responsible for nominating to the membership candidates
equal in number to board positions to be filled. These would be interim positions until the next Meeting of
Members when they would be elected permanently. The NTF recommendation is as follows:
The Nominating Task Force presents the following slate to the Board of Directors for interim
election until the next Meeting of Members: Mike Palmer (Empire) filling Gene Argo’s unexpired 1-
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year term; Doug Henry (Westar) filling Dick Dixon’s unexpired 3-year term; and Jim Stanton
(Calpine) filling Michael Gildea’s unexpired 2-year term.
Mr. Strecker asked for other nominations. Hearing none, nominations were closed. Mr. Verret moved that
the slate be accepted as presented. Mr. Yeager seconded the motion. The slate of nominees was elected
unanimously and immediately took their seats as directors.
Agenda Item 4 – RTO Docket
Mr. Brown gave an update on the RTO filing. Mr. Brown stated he had hoped to announce the order for
RTO approval had been received but that was not the case. Mr. Brown stated that there are indications
the order may be issued notationally prior to the FERC meeting on February 11. Mr. Brown said that when
an order is issued the Board of Directors would meet either face to face or by phone depending on the
extent of conditions. He had hoped FERC representatives would be in attendance at this meeting to
explain that days of delay could cost months due to the seasonal peaks that are the nature of the industry.
Weather conditions and not being able to discuss the order prohibited FERC attendance.
Agenda Item 5 – Finance Committee Report
Mr. Skilton presented the Finance Working Group report (FWG Report – Attachment 7). Mr. Skilton
stated that the Staff was moving ahead with discussion on financing with the expectation of RTO approval.
A task force of members will be formed to aid the FWG to address credit policies in a late February
meeting. This meeting is expected to produce a first draft of background and a credit policy.
Mr. Skilton explained that SPP annually engages an auditor for its financial statements and accounting
controls. In the past, Deloitte & Touche has performed this task. Due to its history with SPP and its
extensive electric energy practice, the FWG elected to retain them for the year ending December 31,
2003. Mr. Skilton moved that this FWG recommendation be approved. Mr. Jackson seconded this
motion, which passed unopposed.
Agenda Item 6 – Operations Report/Blackout Update
Mr. Carl Monroe (SPP) gave the Operations Report and an update on the August Blackout (Operations &
Blackout Report – Attachment 8). Mr. Monroe presented highlights of SPP operations including:
transmission service, scheduling desk, TLR activity and reliability improvements. He then presented a
summary of the August 14 Blackout. Mr. Monroe recommended reading the U.S.-Canada Power System
Outage Task Force November 11 interim report posted on the NERC website. He stated that NERC
offered recommendations and requested comments from SPP allowing only two days to reply. NERC is
expected to have a draft acted on by its Board of Trustees in the next couple of weeks, which gives
members an opportunity to provide comments directly to NERC. It was pointed out that many
recommendations are expensive and time consuming.
Agenda Item 7 – Operations Policy Committee Report
Mr. Mel Perkins (OG+E) presented the Operations Policy Committee Report (OPC Report – Attachment
9). He then presented the following recommendations from OPC and asked for approval:
Regional Tariff Changes (Attachment 10)
1. Modifications to Tariff Schedule 1 and new Schedule 1A.
2. Tariff modifications necessary to clarify the network service billing process.
3. Revision to the billing and payment section of the Tariff.
4. Revisions to Tariff Attachment P.
Mr. Voigt moved to approve Tariff changes as presented. Mr. Dawson seconded this motion,
which passed unopposed.
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Criteria Changes (Attachment 11)
Mr. Perkins stated that minor changes were made in the Foreword of SPP Criteria and Criteria 3
& 4. Mr. Voigt moved to approve these Criteria changes. Mr. Schoenberger seconded this
motion, which passed unopposed.
Market Related Recommendations (Attachment 12)
In order to continue meeting and working on market implementation the Market Working Group
requests that SPP be authorized to expend up to $70,000 for meetings and travel related to the
MWG efforts for the first quarter of 2004. The Finance Working Group requires additional
approval for budgeted funds on market related items. Ms. Harper moved to approve this
expenditure retroactive to January 1, 2004. Mr. Palmer seconded this motion, which passed
unopposed.
Mr. Perkins informed the group concerning other OPC issues. The working groups have been asked to
review their charters. To date, the Generation Working Group, the Operating Reliability Working Group
and the Operator Training Working Group have submitted charter changes for approval. Business
Practice changes approved were: a new current hour service, changes in the emergency service, and a
new System Impact Study for short-term transmission service. Mr. Perkins reported on the November
Regional Planning Summit in Kansas City and stated that a second summit is set for June 8 with location
to be announced. Another date to keep in mind is the Participant Funding Symposium in Dallas on March
18, followed the next day by an SPP Regional White Paper Technical Conference hosted by FERC at the
same location.
Mr. Perkins reviewed the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) timeline and the intent to select a task force
at the Board level to serve as an evaluation team to review bids and select an IMM.
Mr. Monroe addressed future FERC 715 filings and stated that SPP has offered to proactively support
member coordination of future filings.
Mr. Monroe pointed out that in order to retain Accenture and move forward with Increment 1 of the Market
plan it would require approximately $170,000 per month. Without direction from the Board, work will stop
at the end of January. It was pointed out that this would cause further delay in implementation, the team
would be released (and SPP may not be able to get the same people back on the project), and it would
probably cost more to wind down and restart. After much discussion pointing out the uncertainly of RTO
approval, it was decided that Staff would use their best judgment and keep the BOD informed. It was
suggested that MWG look at a possible interim policy between Increments 1 & 3.
Mr. Monroe reported that regarding seams, an MOU with MISO requiring a first draft of a Joint Operating
Agreement (JOA) by January 30 is drafted and awaiting signatures (MOU & JOA – Attachment 13). There
has been a delay but assuming no substantive changes are requested from MISO, SPP will execute about
mid February. Please send any comments to Mr. Lanny Nickell (SPP). SPP/AECI coordination efforts are
at a standstill. If no progress is made by using the AWTTF forum to propose coordination solutions,
responding to and working with TVA or resuming discussions with AECI, it is planned to request specific
resolution from NERC.
Agenda Item 3 and 8 – Strategic Planning Committee Report
Ms. Stacy Duckett (SPP) presented the SPP Organizational Groups and rosters for approval and asked
that members review them for balance of member representation (Org Charts & Rosters – Attachment
14). These rosters need to be approved by the Board every two years. Ms. Harper moved that the SPP
organization charts and rosters be approved. Mr. Yeager seconded the motion, which passed unopposed.
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Mr. Spring presented the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) Report (SPC Report and Recommendation
– Attachment 15). He stated that SPC had little to discuss at their January 20 –21 meeting due to awaiting
the RTO order. Mr. Spring reviewed the post-RTO SPP Organizational Chart pointing out that SPP is
moving from a working group structure to a committee structure. Independent directors will be involved in
each of the committees, which should be beneficial providing them with a better understanding of SPP
activities. Meeting again January 22 after the Board Orientation, SPC decided in order to make a smooth
transition, independent directors should begin committee assignments immediately rather than post-RTO
and be compensated with the current fee schedule. Ms Harper moved to approve independent director
assignments and compensation. Mr. Yeager seconded the motion, which passed unopposed.
Other Business
Mr. Dawson requested the opportunity to make a presentation regarding an OMPA request (OMPA
Request – Attachment 16). Following Mr. Dawson’s presentation, it was decided that he would send a
redline copy of SPP Open Access Tariff Schedule 4A to the Regional Transmission Working Group
(RTWG) to determine if a problem exists and if so, how to proceed. RTWG is asked to have an answer
for the Board by its April 27, 2004 meeting. It was also decided that if an issue is controversial and email
voting is contested, there is to be a vote by phone or in person. When the new SPP Bylaws come into
effect, voting will only be allowed by phone or in person.
Adjournment
With no further business, Mr. Strecker thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the open portion
of the meeting at 2:18 p.m. asking that the Board of Directors reconvene in executive session.
During executive session, the Board of Directors unanimously elected Mr. Carl Monroe as Chief Operating
Officer, Ms. Stacy Duckett as General Counsel and Corporate Secretary, and Mr. Tom Dunn as Chief
Financial Officer.

Stacy Duckett, Corporate Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
January 27, 2004
New Orleans Marriott – New Orleans
• AGENDA •
10 a.m. – 3 p.m.

1. Administrative Items.............................................................................. Mr. Al Strecker
2. Nominating Task Force Report .................................................... Mr. Dave Christiano
3. Organizational Group Rosters & Leadership Appointments........... Ms. Stacy Duckett
4. RTO Docket ........................................................................................ Mr. Nick Brown
5. Finance Committee Report .............................................................. Mr. Harry Skilton
6. Operations Report/Blackout Update................................................... Mr. Carl Monroe
7. Operations Policy Committee Report ................................................. Mr. Mel Perkins
8. Strategic Planning Committee Report ........................................... Mr. Richard Spring
9. Executive Session

Board Meeting

Subject:

Importance: High
From:
Sent:

Mike Deihl
Thursday, January 22, 2004 1:25 PM

To:

'nbrown@region.spp.org'

Cc:

Jim Sherwood; Gene Reeves; Christine Bax

Subject:

Board Meeting

Nick,
Unfortunately I have a conflict and will be in Washington, D.C. next week and will not be able to attend the SPP
Board meeting in New Orleans. Please accept this notice of proxy. Mr. Jim Sherwood will be attending to
represent me and Southwestern Power Administration.
Mike Deihl
Tulsa, OK

2/2/2004

Southwest Power Pool
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
Peabody Hotel – Little Rock, Arkansas
October 28-29, 2003
- Summary of Action Items 1. Approved minutes of the August 26, 2003 meeting, the September 22, 2003 teleconference
meeting as modified, and the October 1, 2003 teleconference.
2. Approved recommended changes for Criteria 7.
3. Approved that SPP Staff continue working with vendors at current spending levels and delay committing to
long-term or complete imbalance energy market systems development until Regional Transmission
Organization recognition is granted.
4. Approved a three percent budget salary adjustment for the SPP Staff.
5. Approved a $200,000 market value adjustment for manager and director levels of SPP Staff.
6. Approved the 2004 Administrative Budget of $38,332,282 for operating expense and debt service and
$15,889,259 for capital expenditures.
7. Approved by acclamation a resolution for Mr. John Marschewski in honor of his retirement.
8. Approved the reappointment of Board of Directors chair and vice chair until transition to the governance
structure when RTO status is granted.
9. Approved a new fee schedule for the compensation of non-stakeholder directors.

MINUTES NO. 89
Southwest Power Pool
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
Peabody Hotel – Little Rock, Arkansas
October 28-29, 2003
TUESDAY
Agenda Item 1 - Administrative Items
SPP Chair Mr. Al Strecker called the meeting to order at 1:04 p.m., thanked everyone present for
attending and referred to the agenda (Agenda – Attachment 1). Mr. Strecker then called for a roll call and
a round of introductions. The secretary introduced special guests: Mr. Mike McLaughlin and Mr. Tony
Ingram of FERC, Non-Stakeholder Nominee Ms. Phyllis Bernard, Non-Stakeholder Nominee Mr. Joshua
Martin, Oklahoma Corporation Commission Chair Denise Bode, and Arkansas Public Service Commission
Chair Sandy Hochstetter. The following Board members were in attendance or represented by proxy:
Mr. Gene Argo, Midwest Energy,
Mr. David Christiano, City Utilities of Springfield, MO,
Mr. Harry Dawson, Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority,
Mr. Dick Dixon, Westar Energy,
Mr. Jim Eckelberger, independent director,
Mr. Michael Gildea, Duke Energy North America,
Ms. Trudy Harper, Tenaska Power Services Company,
Mr. Quentin Jackson, independent director,
Mr. John Marschewski, Southwest Power Pool,
Mr. Stephen Parr, Kansas Electric Power Coop.,
Mr. Gary Roulet, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative,
Mr. Jim Sherwood, proxy for Mr. Michael Deihl, Southwestern Power Admin.,
Mr. Harry Skilton, independent director and proxy for Mr. Larry Sur,
Mr. Richard Spring, Kansas City Power & Light,
Mr. Al Strecker, OG+E,
Mr. Richard Verret, American Electric Power,
Mr. Gary Voigt, Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp.,
Mr. Walt Yeager, Cinergy Services
There were 56 persons in attendance representing 24 members (Attendance List - Attachment 2). Mr.
Brown received two proxy statements (Proxies - Attachment 3) and a quorum was declared.
Mr. Strecker referred to draft minutes of the August 26, 2003 meeting (8/26/03 Meeting Minutes Attachment 4) and asked for necessary corrections or a motion for approval. Mr. Skilton moved that the
minutes be approved as presented. Mr. Voigt seconded this motion, which passed unopposed. Mr.
Strecker then referred to the draft teleconference minutes of September 22, 2003 (9/22/03
Teleconference Minutes – Attachment 5) and asked for necessary corrections or a motion for approval.
Mr. Quentin Jackson stated that he had attended the teleconference. The minutes will be modified to
reflect this addition. The minutes were approved unopposed as modified. Mr. Strecker referred to the
draft teleconference minutes of October 1, 2003 (10/01/03 Minutes – Attachment 6). The minutes were
approved unopposed as presented.
Mr. Marschewski made special presentations to Mr. Dick Dixon and Mr. Gene Argo, both of whom will
retire at the end of 2003. Mr. Dixon and Mr. Argo were presented with plaques and thanked for their many
years of service to SPP.
Agenda Item 2 – Operations Policy Committee Report
Mr. Mel Perkins (OG+E) presented the Operations Policy Committee Report (OPC Report – Attachment
7).
Mr. Perkins stated that the OPC, formed from the former Commercial Practices Committee and the

SPP Board of Directors Minutes
October 28-29, 2003
Engineering and Operating Committee, had its first meeting on September 28-29, 2003. There are 14
working groups that report to the OPC. OPC is in the process of reviewing and updating all working group
scopes which will be presented for approval at a later date. A Regional Planning Summit is planned for
Monday, November 17, in Kansas City to begin a collaborative effort to develop a regional planning
process and the associated transmission expansion plan for SPP. This summit is open to all interested
parties.
Mr. Perkins presented a recommendation for changes in Criteria 7 as proposed by the System Protection
and Control Working Group and the OPC (Criteria 7 Recommendation – Attachment 8). These changes
are primarily group name changes and wording changes to be in line with the NERC template. Mr.
Jackson moved to approve this recommendation. Mr. Marschewski seconded this motion, which passed
unopposed.
Mr. Perkins noted actions taken by the OPC on recommendations of the Business Practice Working
Group (BPWG):
• Approved postponement of Business Practices WG proposal to utilize re-dispatch/curtailment
under SPP Regional Tariff Attachment K in analysis of short-term firm transmission service to
allow review by the Operation Reliability WG and the Regional Tariff WG
• Approved the Business Practices WG recommendation for DC ties reservation process with a
legal review on limiting the number of requests
• Approved the Business Practices WG proposal to incorporate Zonal Modeling in AFC calculations
Mr. Perkins stated that the Operations Policy Committee approved the following Market Working Group
recommendation (OPC Recommendation – Attachment 9):
The Operations Policy Committee recommends that the approach of the Markets Working Group
in developing an implementation plan for Phase 1 is acceptable, without due consideration of the
financial commitments or financial impacts. However, the Operations Policy Committee requests
the Board of Directors clarify whether the timing and expenditures of Phase 1 implementation
precedes or is dependent upon RTO approval.
Mr. Perkins stated that Mr. Spring would present this recommendation combined with the Strategic
Planning Committee recommendation.
Agenda Item 3 – Strategic Planning Committee Report
Mr. Richard Spring presented the Strategic Planning Committee Report (SPC Report – Attachment 10).
Mr. Spring said that due to recommendations contained in the Initial and Secondary Strategic Plan
Reports and approved by the Board of Directors, SPC recommends the following including the OPC
recommendation:
The Operations Policy Committee recommends that the approach of the Markets Working Group
in developing an implementation plan for Phase 1 is acceptable.
The SPP Strategic Planning Committee recommends to the Board of Directors that Staff continue
working with the vendors at current spending levels, members, and states in the development of
the imbalance energy market systems. The Strategic Planning Committee further recommends
that the Board of Directors delay execution of a vendor contract committing SPP to long-term or
complete imbalance energy market systems development until Regional Transmission
Organization recognition is granted.
Mr. Eckelberger suggested changing the word “granted” to “determined”. Ms. Hochstetter suggested “All
necessary approvals” including state should be added. Mr. Eckelberger pointed out that his modification
addresses that issue. Mr. Brown clarified that the bottom line was no long-term commitments could be
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made without further Board authorization. With no further discussion, Mr. Spring moved to approve the
recommendation including Mr. Eckelberger’s suggested change. Mr. Verret seconded the motion, which
passed unanimously.
Mr. Strecker asked for state comments regarding the RTO filing:
Commissioner Hochstetter stated that though they were involved in the process, states still have
issues and concerns over FERC modifications and maintaining uniqueness. She thought FERC
could very well view SPP as a model, an RTO lite with a barebones minimalist approach. Ms.
Hochstetter stated that she could not support an RTO with the loss of state jurisdiction over
transmission component of bundled retail rates. The time allotted for comment on the filing is not
sufficient and she said Arkansas would request an extension.
Commissioner Bode stated that she absolutely supported SPP attaining RTO status and
appreciated SPP processes. She was disappointed about not including the Regional State
Committee (RSC) language and was hopeful that it will be added in the FERC order. Ms. Bode
said she was concerned about the AEP letter and stated that commitment was needed.
Mr. McLaughlin said he appreciated the invitation to the Board meeting and would continue to
attend SPP meetings. He said that filings for extensions for the RTO filing comment period were
expected.
Agenda Item 4 – Employee Benefits Working Group Report
Mr. Eckelberger presented the Employee Benefits Working Group recommendations (EBWG
Recommendation – Attachment 11). Mr. Eckelberger stated that SPP management has reviewed the
current salaries of employees, the marketplace for employees in which SPP operates, merit increases
proposed at several SPP member institutions, and merit increases proposed by several RTO/ISO
organizations in the U.S. SPP management believes increases for existing employees are required to
maintain a qualified and motivated workforce to complete SPP’s mission. The financial impact of a three
percent merit increase for the Staff in 2004 is $258,000. In 2003 the approved merit increase was four
percent. Mr. Eckelberger moved that the SPP Board of Directors approve a three percent salary
adjustment for SPP staff. Mr. Dawson seconded and the motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Eckelberger then presented a recommendation for market value adjustments (Market Value
Adjustments – Attachment 12). He stated that specific SPP employees, primarily in the manager and
director levels, are performing functions that generally place their market value beyond their current
compensation level and are not highly correlated with the existing market as computed by Hewitt
Associates in its 2001 Salary Survey prepared for SPP. Mr. Eckelberger moved that the SPP Board of
Directors approve a market adjustment for certain SPP staff in the amount of $207,000. Mr. Dixon
suggested rounding this number to $200,000. This being acceptable to Mr. Eclkeberger, Mr. Jackson
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
Agenda Item 5 – Finance Working Group - 2003 Administrative Budget
Mr. Skilton and Mr. Tom Dunn (SPP) presented the Finance Working Group report (FWG Report –
Attachment 13). Mr. Dunn stated the 2004 budget was developed to support the Strategic Plan adopted by
the Board of Directors with specific objectives to include Order 2000 compliance, RTO recognition, and
maintaining reliability and security. Mr. Dunn reviewed the Executive Summary (FWG Recommendation
and Executive Summary – Attachment 14) and stated the Finance Working Group recommends approval
of the 2004 budget of as follows:
• Operating Expense, Interest Expense, Principal Repayment
$ 38,332,282
• Capital Expenditures
$ 15,889,259
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This budget may be further categorized as follows:
•
•
•
•

Operating
$ 28,593,156
9,034,497
620,629
84,000

Base Operations
Imbalance Energy
Market Monitoring/Mitigation
Congestion Management

Capital
$ 3,036,804
5,052,455
3,000,000
4,800,000

SPP will be required to obtain financing sufficient to fund capital projects expected to begin during 2004.
Capital project financing will total $16 million during 2004. SPP will also require working capital financing
to support cash flow timing differences estimated to be between $6 million to $8 million. SPP seeks
authority to renew and increase its existing revolving facility to $10 million to support temporary cash
needs in 2004.
Pursuant to SPP’s capital expenditure funding policy, SPP will fund capital expenditures through new
borrowings. Based on the budget outlined above, SPP will need to raise $16 million in new long-term debt
during 2004. The Executive Summary details assumptions used in developing the budget and items
included in the budget. Mr. Skilton moved to approve the Operating and Capital budgets as submitted
including the following recommendation:
The Finance Working Group further recommends that authority to expend funds for items
identified in the budget as Imbalance Energy expenditures, Market Monitoring/ Mitigation
expenditures and Congestion Management expenditures be subject to future specific approval of
the SPP Board of Directors. Further, the Finance Working Group and SPP staff will negotiate with
lenders to arrange suitable financing to fund 2004’s capital expenditures. Specific SPP Board of
Directors approval will be required prior to executing new long-term borrowing arrangements.
Mr. Spring seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
Mr. Brown was asked to present a resolution to the Board of Directors in honor of Mr. John Marschewski’s
retirement from SPP at the end of 2003 (Marschewski Resolution – Attachment 15). Mr. Brown read the
resolution and presented a framed copy to Mr. Marschewski. Mr. Strecker moved for acceptance. Mr.
Eckelberger seconded the motion, which passed by acclamation.
Adjournment
Mr. Strecker thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 2:30 p.m. asking that the
Board of Directors reconvene in executive session.
WEDNESDAY
Agenda Item 1 - Nominating Task Force Report
Mr. Strecker reconvened the Board of Directors at 10:08 a.m. and asked Mr. Christiano to present the
Nominating Task Force report (NTF Report – Attachment 16). Mr. Christiano moved to have the Board
approve the following:
The Nominating Task Force nominates to the Board of Directors Al Strecker to serve as Chair and
Jim Eckelberger to serve as Vice Chair, for two-year terms, or until transition to the governance
structure in SPP’s RTO application. Mr. Desselle seconded the motion, which passed
unopposed.
Mr. Christiano then moved to approve the following fee schedule for compensation of non-stakeholder
directors:
Annual Retainer - $15,000 (no change)
Board Meeting Director Attendance Fee - $3000 (no change)
Board Meeting Chair Attendance Fee - $3500 (currently $3000)
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Board Meeting Director Teleconference Fee - $500 (currently $1500)
Committee Meeting Attendance Fee - $2000 (currently none)
Committee Meeting Chair Fee - $2500 (currently none)
Committee Meeting Teleconference Fee - $500 (currently none)
Mr. Voigt seconded the motion, which passed unopposed.
Future Meetings
Mr. Brown stated that a poll had been taken for future meeting dates on October 14 requesting responses
by October 16. The 2004 Board of Directors meetings will be on: January 27, April 27, July 27, and
October 26 with the Annual Meeting of Members on October 27. Locations are to be announced.
Adjournment
With no further business, Mr. Strecker thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at
10:16 a.m.

Nicholas A. Brown, Corporate Secretary
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stacy Duckett
Thursday, January 15, 2004 8:58 AM
SPP BOD (Members Only)
SPP VOTE NEEDED: OPC Report to the Board LGIP and LGIA

As advised earlier this week, we do require a vote from the Board of Directors regarding this matter. Following is the
recommendation from the Operations Policy Committee regarding interconnection procedures and a pro forma agreement.
It was passed unanimously by the Committee.
SPP is required to make a compliance filing on Tuesday, January 20. This type of filing requires approval of the Board.
Please respond to me with your vote by NOON, MONDAY, JANUARY 19.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you-- Stacy
-----Original Message----From:
Roy Sundman
Sent:
Thursday, January 15, 2004 8:43 AM
To:
Stacy Duckett
Cc:
Pat Bourne
Subject:
OPC Report to the Board LGIP and LGIA

Stacy,
Attached is the OPC report to the Board of Directors regarding their action this morning approving the LGIP, LGIA and
related base Tariff modifications. Also attached are the background materials for Board review.
If you have questions, please let me know.

BOD Report from LGIP and LGIA.zip
OPC - 011504.d...

Roy Sundman
Transmission Policy Senior Engineer
Southwest Power Pool
501-614-3290
rsundman@spp.org
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE
Report and Recommendations to the Board of Directors
January 15, 2004

Current Priorities/Issues Being Addressed
At its January 15, 2004 meeting, the Operations Policy Committee (OPC) approved the work of the
Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) on the proposed Generator Interconnection Procedures and pro
forma Generator Interconnection Agreement and related Tariff changes to incorporate the pro forma LGIA
into the Tariff. These procedures and agreement will supersede SPP's currently effective Coordinated
Generation Interconnection Procedures contained in Attachment V to the SPP Open Access Tariff and
provide for the first time a SPP GIA. These documents have been developed for prospective filing by
SPP in compliance with FERC’s Order 2003. Pursuant to that order, this filing is due by January 20,
2004. This filing is being made to meet the compliance obligations of the SPP transmission owners.
Additionally, at its September 29-30, 2003 meeting, the OPC approved a new Schedule 4-A to the SPP
Open Access Tariff that provides for imbalance service to be provided to interconnecting generators. The
interconnection agreement refers to and depends upon the provisions of Schedule 4-A; therefore, it too
must be filed with the compliance package.
These modifications to the SPP Open Access Tariff are herewith submitted to the Board of Directors for
review, requesting approval of them for filing on January 20, 2004.
Background and Analysis
Large Generator Interconnection Procedures and Agreement
At its January 15, 2004 meeting, the OPC approved the work of the RTWG on the proposed Generator
Interconnection Procedures and pro forma Interconnection Agreement and the related base Tariff
changes. The documents provided for review include a red line of the proposed interconnection
procedures and agreement; each redlined against the procedures and agreement contained in Order
2003. A clean copy of the proposed SPP pro forma Interconnection Agreement is also included along
with a redline copy of the proposed tariff reflecting the changes necessary to the current base Tariff to
accommodate the replacement Attachment V.
New Tariff Schedule 4-A
At its September 29-30, 2003 meeting, the OPC approved a new Schedule 4-A. This new service
schedule establishes a mechanism for the provision of Generation Imbalance Service. The pro forma
Interconnection Agreement references and depends upon this new service schedule; therefore, it must be
filed with the Order 2003 compliance materials. The documents provided for review include a copy of this
new service schedule. This filing avoids the need for the SPP transmission owners to develop and file
their individual Generation Imbalance Service Schedules.
Documents to review this work are attached.
Recommendation:
The OPC recommends that the Board of Directors approve the following items:

1. The proposed Large Generator Interconnection Procedures and Interconnection Agreement and
the other modifications to the Tariff necessary to accommodate this replacement for the current
Attachment V.
2. New Tariff Service Schedule 4-A, Generation Imbalance Service.

Approved:

OPC

09/30/03 and 1/15/04

Action Requested: Approval of the OPC recommendation
Attachment:

see attached files

Southwest Power Pool
NOMINATING TASK FORCE
Report to the Board of Directors
January 27, 2004

Background
There are currently three vacancies on the Board of Directors: Gene Argo’s seat
(Midwest Energy) in the Transmission Owner category, due to retirement; Dick Dixon’s
seat (Westar) in the Transmission Owner category, due to retirement; and Michael
Gildea’s seat (Duke) in the Transmission User category (IPP/Marketer/Other sector),
due to resignation. Several candidates were presented and discussed by the task force.
Per SPP’s Bylaws, the Nominating Task Force is responsible for nominating to the
membership candidates equal in number to the board positions to be filled (positions
with expiring terms, any vacancies and temporary appointments). The Nominating Task
Force consists of David Christiano (Chair), Gary Voigt, Stephen Parr, Michael Deihl,
and Al Strecker. The Board of Directors is responsible for electing interim directors until
the next Meeting of Members.
Nominees
The Nominating Task Force presents the following slate to the Board of Directors for
interim election until the next Meeting of Members: Mike Palmer (Empire) filling Gene
Argo’s unexpired 1-year term; Doug Henry (Westar) filling Dick Dixon’s unexpired 3year term; and Jim Stanton (Calpine) filling Michael Gildea’s unexpired 2-year term.
Current Director

Category

Unexpired Term

Gene Argo,
Midwest Energy

Transmission Owner

1 year

Mike Palmer,
Empire District

Dick Dixon,
Westar

Transmission Owner

3 years

Doug Henry,
Westar

Michael Gildea,
Duke

Transmission User

2 years

Jim Stanton,
Calpine

Approved:

Nominating Task Force

Action Requested: Elect Nominees

Nominee

January 12, 2004

Southwest Power Pool
FWG Recommendation
To the SPP Board of Directors
January 27, 2004
Engagement of External Auditors
Background
SPP annually engages a Certified Public Accounting firm to audit its financial
statements and accounting controls. The audit report serves to document to members,
customers, and other interested parties that the accounting practices and financial
reporting of SPP comply with generally accepted accounting principles in the United
States of America.
Analysis
SPP has engaged Deloitte & Touche since incorporation to audit SPP’s financial
statements and accounting practices for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the
financial statements. Due to its history with SPP and its extensive electric energy
practice, Deloitte & Touche remains an acceptable firm to perform this audit. Deloitte &
Touche estimate fees to perform this audit will total $38,500. Deloitte & Touche will be
able to begin this audit on March 1 and complete the audit on March 19. A final report
should be issued on or before May 1.
Recommendation
The Finance Working Group recommends the SPP Board of Directors approve
engagement of Deloitte & Touche LLP to audit and report on SPP’s financial
statements for the year ending December 31, 2003.

Approved:
Action Requested: Approve Recommendation

SPP Presentation

Operations
Report
Carl A. Monroe
Board of Directors
January 27, 2004
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Highlights
c

Transmission service

c

Scheduling desk

c

TLR activity

c

Reliability improvements
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Transmission Service
Annual Number of Requests
160000
140000
Requests

120000
100000
80000
60000
40000
20000
0
1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Year
4

2

Transmission Service

5

Transmission Service

6
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Active Schedules in RTOSS
(Daily Average)

Active Schedules in RTOSS
(Daily Average per Month)
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0

1. Started requiring SPP on grandfathered schedules in November 2002.
2. E-Tag 1.7 started in April 2002 allowing EXTENSTIONS and REVISIONS, causing the total new tag
count to decrease.
3. CLECO stopped using RTOSS in February 2003, so their schedules are not included unless they
scheduled with another RTOSS participant.
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TLR

Yearly Events by RC (Top 7 in 2003)
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TLR

Monthly MWH Curtailed for SPP
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TLR

by Facility - 2003
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TLR

SPP Level 5 Events

Limiting Facility
(From Station - To Station)

Total
Firm
Curtailments
(MWH)

Number
of
Events

Woodring-Cimarron 345 kV

12971

8

Bartlesville SE-N. Bartlesville 138 kV

12145

3

Bluebell-Bristow 138 kV

5916

4

LaCygne-Neosho 345 kV

4881

2

Prattville-Bluebell 138 kV

1850

3

S. Coffeyville-Dearing 138 kV
Ft. Smith 500/161 kV Transformer
SPS North-South Stability Limit

1686
331
75

1
1
1

Primary Causes
Limitation discovered on July 30, 2003
changed rating from 956 to 717 MVA,
aggrevated by approved service due to
inaccurate representation of off-peak
generation levels in ATC calcs
Acerbated by August 14 load restoration
events, parallel flows
Generation outages and low dispatch in
Oklahoma City area
Emergency line outage on LaCygne-W.
Gardner to replace burned transmission
structures
Scheduled outage to rebuild RSSWeleetka, outage on RSS-Beeline,
OKGE off-peak dispatch
Acerbated by August 14 load restoration
events, parallel flows
Parallel flows
Parallel flows, SPS dispatch
11

Reliability Improvements
Priority
0.5
1
2
2
3
3
4
5
6
7

Project/Issue
Alarming in SPP EMS
Real-time voltage data
Real-time contingency analysis improvements
Operator Authority/Responsibility
Situational Overview
Operations planning improvements
Member SCADA one-line displays
Unit response data/capability curves
Inter-regional coordination
Establish 'conservative system operations' modes for the SPP region

12

6

Reliability Improvements
Projects not ranked
Member voltage criteria
Operating guides
Daily reliability report
On-line stability tools
Additional stability analysis
Status of auto-reclosing schemes
CA islanding schemes
Training simulator
13

Reliability Improvements
To
ODWG
ORWG
ORWG
ORWG
TWG
VRMTF
VRMTF

Referred Projects
Regional data recovery requirements
Emergency Response Criteria
Improved TLR process
Review critical facilities
Regional islanding scheme
Undervoltage load shedding scheme
Daily VAR management

14

7

Reliability Improvements
On-Going Activities
Better correlation between PTI/EMS models
Engineering expertise
Observability Analysis of EMS
Member Coordination
Identification of ineffective TLR situations

15

Reliability Improvements
Next Steps
c

Develop white paper with
description, justification, cost, and
timing for prioritized projects

c

Continue work already in progress

c

Assign referred projects

c

Report to ORWG

16

8

Blackout
Update

Summary
c

Affected approximately 50 million people

c

60-65,000 MW of load initially interrupted
♦

Approximately 11% of Eastern Interconnection

c

531+ generating units at 261 plants tripped

c

Sammis – Star trip at 4:06 PM
♦

Blackout essentially complete by 4:13 PM

c

High speed cascading lasted
approximately 12 seconds

c

Thousands of discrete events to evaluate

c

Time stamping - critical
18

9

Investigation Organization
Steering Group

U.S – Canada
Task Force

Vegetation/ROW
Mgmt.

Investigation Team

Project Planning
and Support

MAAC/ECAR/NPCC
Coordinating Group

NERC & Regional
Standards/Procedures
& Compliance

Root Cause
Analysis
Cooper Systems

Report Preparation

Operations - Tools,
SCADA/EMS
Communications
Op Planning

Transmission
System
Performance,
Protection, Control
Maint. & Damage

MAAC
Sequence of Events
ECAR

Frequency/ACE
Data Requests and
Management
System Planning,
Design, & Studies

NPCC

MEN Study
Group

Generator
Performance,
Protection, Controls
Maint. & Damage

System Modeling
and Simulation
Analysis
19

Near-Term Actions
c

Voltage and reactive management
♦ Ensure sufficient voltage support for reliable
operations

c

Reliability communications
♦ Strengthen and implement communication
protocols between Control Area Operators,
Reliability Coordinators, and ISOs

c

Failures of system monitoring and
control functions
♦ Review, update, and train on plans for loss of
monitoring and control systems
20

10

Near-Term Actions
c

Emergency action plans
♦ Review, update, and train on emergency
plans and actions

c

Train for emergencies
♦ Conduct emergency training drills

c

Vegetation management
♦ Confirm that ROWs are clear of
obstructions
21

USUS-Canada
Power System Outage
Task Force
c

Issued interim report November
2003

c

Report provides a good tutorial of
North American power systems
and terms

c

Report meant to outline causes

22

11

Inadequate Situational Awareness
at FirstEnergy Corporation (FE)
A) FE failed to ensure the security of its transmission
system after significant unforeseen contingencies
because it did not use an effective contingency analysis
capability on a routine basis. (See p. 28)
B) FE lacked procedures to ensure that their operators were
continually aware of the functional state of their critical
monitoring tools. (See p. 31)
C) FE lacked procedures to test effectively the functional
state of these tools after repairs were made. (See p. 31)
D) FE did not have additional monitoring tools for high-level
visualization of the status of their transmission system to
facilitate its operators’ understanding of transmission
system conditions after the failure of their primary
monitoring/alarming systems. (See p. 33)
23

FE Failed to Manage Adequately
Tree Growth in its Transmission
RightsRights-ofof-way
This failure was the common cause
of the outage of three FE 345-kV
transmission lines. (See p. 34)

24
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Failure of the Interconnected Grid’s
Reliability Organizations to Provide
Effective Diagnostic Support
A) MISO did not have real-time data from
Dayton Power and Light’s Stuart-Atlanta 345kV line incorporated into its state estimator
(a system monitoring tool). This precluded
MISO from becoming aware of FE’s system
problems earlier and providing diagnostic
assistance to FE. (See p. 24)
B) MISO’s reliability coordinators were using
non-real-time data to support real-time
“flowgate” monitoring. This prevented MISO
from detecting an N-1 security violation in
FE’s system and from assisting FE in
necessary relief actions. (See p. 39)

25

Failure of the Interconnected Grid’s
Reliability Organizations to Provide
Effective Diagnostic Support
C)MISO lacked an effective means of identifying
the location and significance of transmission
line breaker operations reported by their Energy
Management System (EMS). Such information
would have enabled MISO operators to become
aware earlier of important line outages.
(See p. 27 and p. 36)
D) PJM and MISO lacked joint procedures or
guidelines on when and how to coordinate a
security limit violation observed by one of them
in the other’s area due to a contingency near
their common boundary. (See p. 38)
26
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NERC Recommendations
1.

Immediately correct the direct causes of the
August 14, 2003 blackout

2.

Strengthen the NERC Compliance Enforcement
Program
¾

3.

Initiate Control Area and Reliability Coordinator
Reliability Readiness Audits
¾

4.

… Each regional reliability council shall report monthly
… all violations …

… the regional reliability councils shall … audit the
reliability readiness of all reliability coordinators and
control areas …

Assess effectiveness of vegetation management
¾

… the regional reliability councils shall … report all
bulk electric system transmission line forced outages
resulting from vegetation contact ...
27

NERC Recommendations
5.

Establish a program to track implementation
of recommendations
¾

6.

Enhance operator and reliability coordinator
training
¾

7.

… each regional reliability council shall establish
a program for documenting completion of
recommendations …

All reliability coordinators and control areas shall
provide all real-time system operating personnel
at least five days per year of training and drills
using realistic simulations of system
emergencies … to be completed prior to June 30,
2004 …

Evaluate reactive power and voltage control
practices
28

14

NERC Recommendations
8.

Improve system protection to slow or limit the
spread of future cascading outages
¾

All transmission operators shall, no later than June 30,
2004, evaluate zone 3 relay settings on all transmission
lines operating at 230 kV and above…

¾

Each regional reliability council shall complete an
evaluation of the feasibility and benefits of installing
under-voltage load shedding capability in load centers …

9.

Clarify reliability coordinator and control area
functions,responsibilities, capabilities and
authorities

10.

Establish guidelines for real-time operating tools
29

NERC Recommendations
11. Evaluate

lessons learned during system
restoration

12. Install

additional time-synchronized recording
devices as needed
¾

The reliability regions … shall define regional criteria
for the application of synchronized recording
devices in power plants and substations …

13. Reevaluate

system design, planning and
operating criteria

14. Standardize

the criteria for system modeling
and data exchange methods and practices
¾

The reliability regions shall establish criteria and
procedures for benchmarking of power flow models
and dynamic simulations with actual system
performance …
30
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Additional Strategic Initiatives
2004 NERC Business Plan

c

Promote enactment of federal legislation
enabling mandatory reliability standards

c

Develop new reliability standards

c

Complete development of the Reliability
Organization certification program

31

Additional NERC Activities
c

Letter issued on December 29,
2003 for all affected areas to
evaluate transmission system
equipment for stress related
damage

32
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FERC Initiatives
As a member of the U.S.-Canada Power
System Outage Task Force, Pat Wood
was “more than frustrated” to learn that
many of the causes of the 2003 blackout
were the same as earlier major blackouts
in 1965, 1996 and 1997.
“We have consistently failed to learn
from these events, or to act on what we
did learn,” Wood said. “This is not
acceptable. We know what to do — yet
little has been done.”
33

FERC Initiatives
c

FERC .. will be “going from 0 to 60”
in electric grid reliability in 2004

c

FERC will be creating a new
reliability division responsible for
reliability audits along with
mandatory new standards
($5 million in budget; part of FERC’s Office of Markets,
Tariffs and Rates)

c

FERC is re-examining the role and
legal construct under which it can
ensure reliable operation of the
nation’s electric grid
34
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FERC Initiatives
c

Voluntary standards are going to be
compulsory by this summer. FERC will
direct transmission owners to report
violations of NERC standards.

c

Last month, FERC directed FirstEnergy
to undertake an independent review of
the northeastern Ohio grid. If problems
are found, FERC will work with the PUC
of Ohio, PJM, and MISO to make the
needed improvements.
35

FERC Initiatives
c

FERC issuing RFPs for R&D in:
♦ Grid Architecture
♦ Operating Training

c

Under existing legal and
regulatory framework

36
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cmonroe@spp.org

www.spp.org
37
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SPP Presentation

Operations
Policy
Committee

Mel Perkins, Chairman
Board of Directors
January 27, 2004

1

Agenda
c

Action Items
♦
♦
♦

c

Regional tariff changes
Criteria changes
Market related recommendations

Information
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Charter changes
Business Practice changes
Regional transmission planning update
Market development update
Seams agreement update
3

Action
Items

2

Regional Tariff Changes
The OPC recommends that the Board of
Directors approve the following items:
1. The modifications to Tariff Schedule 1 and
new Schedule 1A
2. The Tariff modifications necessary to clarify
the network service billing process
3. The revision to the billing and payment
section of the Tariff
4. The revisions to Tariff Attachment P
5

Criteria Changes
c

The OPC recommends the Board approve
the proposed change to the Foreword of
the SPP Criteria.

c

The OPC approved the noted changes to
Criteria 3 and 4 and requested that they
be forwarded to the Board of Directors.
♦

Section 3: Revised to refer to the regional
planning process

♦

Section 4:Impacts of existing commitments
and TDF clarification to reflect existing
process
6

3

Market Related
Recommendations
c

The OPC recommends that
SPP be authorized to expend
up to $70,000 for the meetings
and travel related to the MWG
efforts.

7

Informational
Items

4

Charter Changes
c

Included in the Board background
material were charter changes for a
number of the Working Groups under
the OPC.
♦
♦
♦

Generation WG
Operating Reliability WG
Operator Training WG

c

The OPC approved these changes.

c

The OPC is still working with the other
working groups to revise and update
their charters.
9

Operations Policy Committee
Chair - Mel Perkins
Vice Chair - Robin Kittel
Secty - Carl Monroe

Market WG
Chair - Richard Ross
Secty - Richard Dillon

Operating Reliability WG
Chair - Scott Moore
Secty - Robert Rhodes

Regional Tariff WG
Chair - Ricky Bittle
Secty - Pat Bourne

Transmission Assessment WG
Chair - Ronnie Frizzell
Secty - Keith Tynes

Model Development WG
Chair - Brent Wilson
Secty - Harvey Scribner

Critical Infrastructure Protection WG
Chair - Larry Dolci
Secty - Kevin Perry

Operation Model Development WG
Chair - Alan Myers
Secty - Bert Bressers

Operations Data WG
Chair - Mike Sauber
Secty - Scott Aclin

Business Practices WG
Chair - Mike McGeeney
Secty - Lanny Nickell

Operator Training WG
Chair - Allen Klassen
Secty - Katie Duncan

Bandwidth WG
Chair - Robert Shields
Secty - Alex Lau

System Protection & Control WG
Chair - Maurice Robinson
Secty - John Boshears

Generation WG
Chair - Mitch Williams
Secty - Bruce Walkup

Discounting WG
Chair - TBD
Secty - Pat Bourne

10

5

Business Practice Changes
c

The OPC approved the following
business practices additions or
changes
♦

Addition – Current Hour Service

♦

Change – Emergency Service

♦

Addition – System Impact Study for
Short Term Transmission Service

11

Regional Planning Summit
c

November 17, 2003 in Kansas City

c

Well attended by all stakeholder groups

c

Theme: Regional solutions for regional
problems

c

Purpose: Introduce proposed process,
targeted steps/milestones and solicit
feedback from all stakeholders

12

6

Planning Process Feedback
c

What is your overall reaction to SPP's
proposed regional planning process?
♦

c

Mostly positive; couple of neutrals (no
negatives)

Specific Comments
♦

Well attended with broad representation,
including state regulators

♦

Very good overview of the regional planning
concept

♦

Presentations were informative, well
organized and within the scheduled time
frame.
13

Summit II
c

June 8 tentative date

c

Set-Up Preferences
♦
♦

c

7 for single day 10A-4P
2 for two 1/2 days

Primary/Secondary Location Preference
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

6/0 for DFW
3/2 for Kansas City
1/4 for St. Louis
0/3 for Oklahoma City
0/1 for Tulsa
14
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Regional Planning
Milestones
c

Dedicated web page created

c

Non-public FTP site to be used to
share models and other planning data
♦

Confidentiality Agreement to be signed
by ALL stakeholders to get access

c

Stakeholders providing updates and
data for 2005, 2010 and 2013 summer
peak cases and related files

c

Documenting projects/plans in
models
15

Regional Planning
Next Steps
c

January 12: deadlines for stakeholders
to provide load flow model updates

c

February 11: staff completes model
updates

c

February 17: SPP Kansas/Panhandle
Sub-Regional Workshop in Wichita

c

February 19: staff starts load flow runs

c

March 11: stakeholders complete
stability model update and fault files
16

8

Independent Market Monitor
c

c

Timeline:
♦

January 16: RFP posted

♦

January 23: Expression of intent due

♦

February 16: Written proposals submitted
by IMM

♦

February 26: Top bidders selected and
oral presentations

♦

Week of March 1: Selection of IMM

♦

March 15: Contract discussions begin

Selection of Task Force
17

Future FERC 715 Filings
c

SPP has offered to proactively support member
coordination of future FERC 715 filings

c

2004 FERC 715 Filing due in 1st quarter 2004

c

The following recommendation is proposed for
TWG consideration prior to discussion at OPC
meeting on January 15:
c

Given SPP’s responsibilities for coordinated planning,
it is appropriate for SPP to proactively support member
development of their FERC 715 filings. SPP Staff will
assist primarily in the coordination of system needs
assessments and the resulting system expansion plans
among members and neighboring entities. This effort
will be integrated to the extent possible into SPP’s
regional planning process.
18

9

Market Plan
c

Phase 1 (2004): Real-Time balancing
market with market power monitoring
and mitigation
\

\
\

c
c

Increment 1 (February 2004): Establish
infrastructure and processes that allow for an
SPP provided non-binding settlement of Energy
Imbalance using proxy rates
Increment 2 (April 2004): Enhance reliability data
and net scheduled interchange
Increment 3 (November 2004): Offer based
energy imbalance market along with market
monitoring and market power mitigation

Phase 2 (2005) – Market based
congestion management
Phase 3 (2006) – Ancillary services
market
19

Issue List
c

Market Pricing – Nodal pricing will be
used for resources and load. The load
will be settled zonally with an option to
request nodal. Resources are settled
nodally. The nodal price is based on exante (dispatch). External resources may
not set price.
c Other Ancillary Services – SPP, as POLR,
will continue to provide services under
the current Tariff provisions.
c Uninstructed Deviation – Data will be
collected to enable the calculation of
uninstructed deviation. A charge for
uninstructed deviation will not be
calculated at this time.
20

10

Issue List
c

Joint Owned Units – Joint owners will be
permitted to independently submit offer
curves. This is an optional election.
c Demand Response Resources (DRR) –
DRRs may register as resources and are
subject to similar responsibilities as any
other resource.
c Resource Plans and Offers – These may
be changed until 30 minutes prior to the
beginning of the operating hour and are
submitted with an hourly granularity.
c Energy Limited Resources – It is the
responsibility of the operator to submit
data which honors the constraints.
21

Issue List
c

Scheduling – Balanced schedules are
not required. Reservations are
required to submit a schedule.
c Revenue Neutrality – Revenue
Neutrality will be enforced through
uplift to the market participants.

22
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Increment 1 Status
c

Systems (COS and RTO_SS) are currently in
the testing phase and anticipated to be ready
for production on February 2.
♦

Portal security changes were more difficult than
anticipated, but work is tracking towards the target
date.

♦

Settlements (Lodestar) testing will continue
through January.

♦

Customer Care (Siebel) changes are already in
production. Complete registration data has not yet
been updated.

♦

Scheduling (RTO_SS) changes were different than
originally anticipated (with requirement to support
both current and market granularity), but work is
tracking towards the target date.
23

Risk Factors
c

Increment 1 non-binding settlement is
dependent on Participants taking a number
of actions:
♦

Procuring digital certificates

♦

Setting up users (beginning February 2)

♦

Updating the NERC registry for new
sources/sinks

♦

Scheduling at the appropriate granularity (which
is optional and dependent upon NERC registry
and RTO_SS updates)

♦

Submitting accurate and timely meter readings for
every hour of every day (beginning February 2)
24
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Increment 1
c

Begin an Increment 1 “Certification” phase on
February 2. This phase would include:
♦

Systems “live”

♦

SPP running all internal processes in production
environment

♦

Participants requested to fulfill their responsibilities

♦

Publication of “Dashboard” on SPP’s web site

♦

Proactive communications to participants to
encourage and facilitate involvement in the market

♦

Increment 1 “Settlements Live” would be the date
SPP provides settlement statements to participants.
This decision would be at MITF/MWG’s discretion
based on the detailed “Dashboard”.
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Risk Assessment
Increment

Area

Plan

2 (Enhanced
Reliability)

Resource Plan (used
for ATC and next
day analysis)

April
2004

3 (Imbalance
Market w/ Market
Monitoring)

Risks / Issues
S

Contract with ESCA required but not
executed (for software upgrades)

S

New production hardware is required

S

4 to 5 months to production from contract
execution (hardware procurement assumed
within this timeframe). Staff is meeting with
ESCA week of 1/5/04 to discuss.

Mitigation
S

Participants change to XML
format and SPP collect via
temporary web site
(doesn’t allow full
validation of plans)

Capacity Plan
(ancillary services)

April
2004

S

Same as Above

S

Participants may create
XML formatted data and
submit as above

NSI

April
2004

S

Reliability impact if performed during
Summer due to market system delay.

S

S

ICCP fail-over architecture is currently under
review, may require new hardware

Modifications may be made
by the Participants now,
without the need to wait for
other market systems.

S

Alternative data paths to
ICCP are being evaluated.

S

None

Offers and Dispatch

June
2004

S

Requires the system which incorporates the
Resource Plan and Capacity Plan.

S

Requires 4 – 5 months of psuedo dispatch
testing to validate the network model and
assure SPP and Control Areas of appropriate
dispatch.

S

6 weeks of Market Trials required.

Settlements

Nov 2004

S

Contract with Accenture may be required
(for Invoicing updates).

Market Monitoring &
Market Power
Mitigation

Nov 2004

S

Contract required.

S

Impact of market monitoring on other
systems is not assessed.
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Status of SPP
ATC Coordination Efforts
c

Data Exchange
♦

AECI (limited, one-way)
Ameren (via MAIN)
♦ MAPP (limited, one-way)
♦ MISO
♦

c

Include Other’s Constraints in ATC Calculations
♦

AECI (limited)
Ameren (via MAIN)
♦ MISO
♦ MAPP (limited)
♦ Entergy
♦

c

Formal Agreement to Refuse Service
♦

NONE
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SPP/MISO Seams Efforts
c

MOU drafted and awaiting signatures

c

Asking OPC and BOD to review at
their January meetings and provide
comments

c

Assuming no substantive changes are
needed, SPP will execute after
January BOD meeting
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SPP/MISO
Joint Operating Agreement
c

SPP has sent first draft of Phase 1 JOA to MISO

c

Draft JOA covers:

c

♦

ATC coordination

♦

Data sharing

♦

Outage coordination

♦

Joint operation of emergency procedures

♦

Coordinated regional transmission expansion planning

♦

Coordinated scheduling checkouts

To be submitted for approval by January 30, 2004
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SPP/AECI
Coordination Efforts
c

Existing ATC coordination between
SPP and AECI limited

c

After nearly two years, SPP and AECI’s
efforts to achieve a transmission
coordination agreement not yet
successful

c

Primary source of disagreement is over
language requiring refusal of service
impacting a constraint for which a
mutually acceptable mitigation solution
is not available
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SPP/AECI
Coordination Efforts
c

At the direction of the ORWG, SPP sent letter
to TVA to request their assistance as AECI’s
reliability coordinator

c

Response received from TVA January 9
♦

Support for enhanced transmission service
coordination
♦ Resolution of transmission service issue between
SPP and AECI
♦ Transmission service coordination needs
widespread implementation
c

Response received from AECI January 14
♦

States they recognize 3rd party limitations
♦ Clarifies position on acceptance/denial of service
♦ Believes SPP should address internal transmission
constraints
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SPP/AECI Coordination
Next Steps
c

Use the AWTTF forum to propose
coordination solutions at the NERC level

c

Respond to and work with TVA

c

Resume discussions with AECI

c

If no progress in first three areas, next
step is to request specific resolution
from NERC
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Contact SPP

www.spp.org
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE
Report and Recommendations to the Board of Directors
January 27, 2004

Current Priorities/Issues Being Addressed
At its January 15, 2004 meeting, the Operations Policy Committee (OPC) unanimously approved the work
of the Regional Tariff Working Group (RTWG) on several Tariff maintenance items that have been
discussed and adopted. The nature of and rationale for these modifications is set out below.
Background and Analysis
Modifications to Tariff Schedule 1 and new Schedule 1-A
At its June 5, 2003 meeting, the RTWG approved modifications to Schedule 1 and a new Schedule 1-A.
Existing Schedule 1 has been restructured to separate the application of charges for control area
scheduling (Schedule 1) from the application of charges for recovery of SPP’s administrative costs
(Schedule 1-A).
Schedule 1-A has been modified to parallel the changes to the membership dues assessment process
reflected in the SPP Bylaws change. The changes to the proposed Schedule 1A provide for the
calculation of an administration charge applicable for the ensuing calendar year based on projected
budgeted expenses for that year divided by the projected annual Schedule 1A billing units for the same
calendar year, with any over or under recovery of such expenses to be carried into the subsequent year
calculation. The revised Tariff language also indicates that SPP shall recover 100% of its total expenses
through the administration charge. The $.20 per MW per hour cap was retained. In addition to this
change, the billing determinant to be used for the administration charge for network service was clarified
to be the “…12 month average of the Transmission Customer’s coincident Zonal Demands used to
determine the Demand Charges under Schedule 9 multiplied by the number of hours of the applicable
month”.
Tariff Modifications Necessary to Clarify the Network Service Billing Process
At its June 5, 2003 meeting the RTWG approved modifications to Sections 1.16 and Schedule 9 to clarify
certain aspects of the network service billing process.
Revision to the Billing and Payment Section of the Tariff
At its July 14, 2003 meeting the RTWG approved modifications to the Billing and Payment Section
(Section 7) of the SPP OATT. Generally, the modifications provide for the disbursement of funds to
Transmission Owners after they are collected from customers rather than before, the payment of interest
on deposits in an amount equal to the amount earned by SPP while the funds are in its possession, and a
reduction in exposure related to collections.
Revisions to Tariff Attachment P
Attachment P has been revised to be in full compliance with Order 638 and to correct typographical
errors.
Documents to review this work be accessed by using the following link:
http://www.spp.org/Doc_Results.asp?Group_id=159

Recommendation:
The OPC recommends that the Board of Directors approve the following items:
1. The modifications to Tariff Schedule 1 and new Schedule 1A.
2. The Tariff modifications necessary to clarify the network service billing process.
3. The revision to the billing and payment section of the Tariff.
4. The revisions to Tariff Attachment P.

Approved:

Operations Policy Committee

Action Requested: Approval of the OPC recommendation
Attachment:

See files provided by link

January 15, 2004

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
OPERATING RELIABILITY WORKING GROUP
Report to the Board of Directors
January 15, 2003

Background
The SPP Criteria language has not been completely updated to incorporate the NERC change from
Security Coordination (Coordinator) to Reliability Coordination (Coordinator). At its December meeting
the ORWG requested that SPP Staff to insert a statement into Criteria indicating the interchangeability of
these terms. The proposed change has been made in the Foreword of the SPP Criteria.
Analysis

Recommendation
The ORWG recommends the OPC approve the proposed change to the Foreword of the SPP Criteria.
Approved:

Operating Reliability Working Group

Action Requested:

Approve SPP Criteria Foreword change

December 17, 2003

Southwest Power Pool
CRITERIA

FOREWORD
All members of Southwest Power Pool (SPP) adopted the NAPSIC (now North American
Electric Reliability Council or NERC) Operating Guides on March 11, 1970. Over the years,
these documents have developed into policies, procedures, principles, criteria, standards and
guides. In some instances, the NERC documents are not in sufficient detail to meet specific
needs of SPP. Additional necessary details have been adopted by SPP as Criteria. This
Criteria is considered as the policies, standards or principles of conduct by which the
coordinated planning and operation of the interconnected electric system is achieved.
Reference to SPP in terms of responsibilities for activities means SPP organizational groups
which are defined in SPP Bylaws and the SPP Directory. Reference to the SPP bulk electric
system means the combined interconnected electric systems of members. Reliability
Coordination (Coordinator) and Security Coordination (Coordinator) are used interchangeably in
this Criteria.

i
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE
Report to the Board of Directors
January 27, 2004

Background
Transmission Working Group created the SPP Criteria Review Task Force in 2003 given the need to
review SPP Criteria 3, 4, and 12 to determine any needed modifications due to the development of a
more formal regional planning process. This task force also evaluated SPP Staff’s proposed revisions to
Criteria 4 to accurately reflect SPP processes. The Task Force was chaired by Alan Myers, who was
assisted primarily by Bruce Cude and Sam McGarrah.
Analysis
Global changes were made to reflect the TAWG name and acronym change to TWG.
The following changes were made to Criterion 3:
Insert definition for cascading consistent with that for NERC
Include language in Section 3.1 to reference the regional planning process
Add language in 3.3 referencing participation and cooperation with the regional planning process
The following changes were noted for Criterion 4:
A few minor wording changes needed, such as changing NERC to FERC in Section 4.1.13,
inserting the word “not” in Section 4.1.21.
4.2.9.1 Impacts of Existing Commitments clarifying comment to note that the impact of redirects
and renewals are incorporated into the analysis
4.4.2.3 Default Parameters clarifying changes to note that default export and import participation
factors are based on Pmax, Pmin and Pgen, not machine base.
4.5.4 Transfer Distribution Factor Determinations (TDF) clarifying changes required to accurately
represent default methodologies in place.
No changes were necessary for Criterion 12 at this time.
TWG noted that these changes need to be coordinated with the ORWG too. The TWG has decided to
hold off on proposing any changes to the operating and planning horizons until the new tariff is filed.
Recommendation
The TWG approved the noted changes to Criteria 3 & 4 and requested that they be forwarded to the
OPC, Board and ORWG.
Approved:

Transmission Working Group
Operations Policy Committee

Action Requested:

Approve Recommended changes to Criteria 3 and 4

November 5, 2003
January 15, 2004

Southwest Power Pool Criteria

3.0 REGIONAL TRANSMISSION PLANNING
3.1 Concepts
The interconnected transmission system should be capable of performing reliably under a
wide variety of expected system conditions while continuing to operate within equipment
and electric system thermal, voltage, and stability limits. Electric systems must be planned
to withstand contingencies and maintenance outages. Extreme event contingencies which
measure the robustness of the electric systems should be evaluated for risks and
consequences. The NERC Planning Standards define specific requirements that provide a
high degree of reliability for the large interconnected electric system. SPP provides
additional coordinated regional transmission planning requirements to promote reliability
through this Criterion and related “Coordinated Planning Procedures” in the SPP Open
Access Transmission Tariff.

3.2 Definitions
NERC (NAERO – North American Electric Reliability Council (North American Electric
Reliability Organization) – An organization of all segments of the electric industry that
recommends, sets, oversees, and implements policies and standards to ensure the
continued reliability of North America’s interconnected electric grids.

Nominal Voltage – The root-mean-square, phase-to-phase voltage by which the system is
designated and to which certain operating characteristics of the system are related.
Examples of nominal voltages are 500 kV, 345 kV, 230 kV, 161 kV, 138 kV, 115 kV and 69
kV.
Cascading - Cascading is the uncontrolled successive loss of system elements triggered by
an incident at any location. Cascading results in widespread service interruption which
cannot be restrained from sequentially spreading beyond an area predetermined by
appropriate studies.

3.3 Coordinated Planning
SPP members operate in a highly interconnected system and shall coordinate transmission
planning. This coordination shall include voluntary efforts between interconnected SPP
members and non-members. SPP will be the primary responsible party for coordinated
transmission planning.

The planning and development of transmission facilities will be coordinated with
neighboring systems to preserve the reliability benefits of interconnected operations. The

3-1

Southwest Power Pool Criteria

transmission systems should be planned to avoid excessive dependence on any one
transmission circuit, structure, right-of-way, or substation.
3.3.1

Planning Criteria

Individual members may develop Planning Criteria that shall, at a minimum, conform to
NERC Planning Standards and SPP Criteria. Individual member Criteria shall consider the
following:
a. Excessive concentration of power being carried on any single transmission circuit,
multi-circuit transmission line, or right-of-way, as well as through any single
transmission station shall be avoided.
b. Intra-regional inter-regional, and trans-regional power flows shall not result in
excessive risk to the electric system under normal and contingency conditions as
outlined in this criteria.
c. Switching arrangements shall be planned to permit effective maintenance of
equipment without excessive risk to the electric system.
d. Switching arrangements and associated protective relay systems shall be planned
to not limit the capability of a transmission path to the extent of causing excessive
risk to the electric system.
e. Sufficient reactive capacity shall be planned within the SPP electric system at
appropriate places to maintain transmission system voltages within plus or minus
10% of nominal on load serving buses or as determined by the transmission owner
and user under contingency conditions.
f.

Facilities shall be rated as assigned in SPP Criteria section 12.

3.3.2

Planning Assessment Studies

Individual transmission owners shall perform individual transmission planning studies and
shall cooperate in SPP and Inter-Regional studies. These planning studies are for the
purposes of identifying any planning criteria violations that may exist and developing plans
to mitigate such violations. Members shall contact the Transmission Assessment Working
Group whenever new facilities are in the conceptual planning stage so that optimal
integration of any new facilities and potentially benefiting parties can be identified. Studies
affecting more than one system owner or user will be conducted on a joint system basis.
Reliability studies will examine post-contingency steady-state conditions as well as stability,
overload, cascading, and voltage collapse conditions. Updates to the transmission
assessments will be performed, as appropriate, to reflect anticipated significant changes in
system conditions.
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3.4 Transmission Contingency
The transmission system of the SPP region shall be planned and constructed so that the
contingencies as set forth in the Criteria will meet the applicable NERC Planning Standards
for System Adequacy and Security – Transmission System Table l (hereafter referred to as
NERC Table l) and its applicable standards and measurements. Extreme contingency
evaluations will be conducted to measure the robustness of the transmission systems and
to maintain a state of preparedness to deal effectively with such events. Although it is not
practical to construct a system to withstand all possible extreme contingencies without
cascading, it is desirable to understand the risks and consequences of scope of such
cascading or system instability such events and to attempt to limit the significant economic
and social impacts that may result.

3.4.1

Adequacy
3.4.1.1

Base Case

The Model Development Working group (MDWG) will assemble and verify base case
models. These models will maintain at least the following:
?? System facilities shall be modeled to reflect normal operation.
?? Line and equipment loading shall be within applicable thermal rating limits.
?? Voltage levels shall be maintained within applicable limits.
?? All customer demands shall be supplied, and all contracted firm (non-recallable
reserved) transfers shall be maintained.
?? Stability (dynamic and steady state) of the network shall be maintained.
?? Cascading outages shall not occur.
The MDWG shall work with the Transmission Assessment Working Group (TAWGTWG) to
resolve issues not considered data errors.

3.4.1.2 Loss of Single Component
The MDWG will run contingency studies under the following:
?? Initiating incident results in a single element out of service.
?? Line and equipment loadings shall be within applicable rating limits.
?? Voltage levels shall be maintained within applicable limits as specified in 3.3.1e.
?? No loss of customer demand (except as noted in NERC Table I, Footnote b), nor the
curtailment of contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers shall be required.
?? Stability (angular and voltage) of the network shall be maintained.
?? Cascading outages shall not occur.
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3.4.1.3 Loss of Two or More Components
The MDWG will run contingency studies under the following:
?? Initiating incident may result in two or more (multiple) components out of service.
?? Line and equipment loadings shall be within applicable thermal rating limits.
?? Voltage levels shall be maintained within applicable limits as specified in 3.3.1e.
?? Stability (angular and voltage) of the network shall be maintained.
?? Planned outages of customer demand or generation (as noted in NERC Table I)
may occur, and contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transfers may be
curtailed.
?? Cascading outages shall not occur.
3.4.1.4 Extreme Event
The TAWGTWG will run contingency studies where extreme contingency events could lead
to uncontrolled cascading outages or system instability. The TAWGTWG shall document
the measures and procedures to mitigate or eliminate the extent and effects of those
events and may at their discretion recommend such measures and procedures.

3.4.2

Study Requirements

System contingency studies should be based on system simulation models that should
incorporate:
?? Evaluation of reactive power resources,
?? Existing protection systems, and
?? Any existing backup or redundancy protection systems.
These studies will assist to determine that existing transmission protection schemes are
sufficient to meet the system performance levels as defined in appropriate Category of
NERC Table I.
Studies will consider all contingencies applicable to the appropriate Category, but will
evaluate only the most critical, and document the selection rationale. Studies will be
conducted or reviewed annually, shall cover seasonal or expected critical system conditions
for near (current or next year) and intermediate (two to five year recommended) planning
horizons, and address both intra- and interregional reliability. Detailed analyses of the
systems will not be conducted annually if changes to system conditions do not warrant such
analyses.

The longer-term (beyond five years) simulations will identify concerns that may surface in

3-4

Southwest Power Pool Criteria

the period beyond the more certain intermediate year period. Focus of simulations for the
longer term will be on marginal system conditions evident from the intermediate year cases.
Cases beyond the five-year horizon will be evaluated as needed to address identified
marginal conditions.

3.4.3

Mitigation Plans

When simulations indicate an inability of the systems to respond as prescribed by this
Criterion, responsible entities must provide a written summary of their mitigation plans,
including a schedule for implementation, to achieve the required system performance
throughout the planning horizon. Mitigation plan summaries should discuss expected
required in-service dates of facilities, should consider lead-times necessary to implement
plans, and will be reviewed for continuing need in subsequent annual assessments.

3.4.4

Reporting Requirements

Entities responsible for the reliability of interconnected transmission systems shall report
annually on the performance of their systems in connection with NERC Planning Standard
I.A.S1 to the SPP Region. The SPP will annually provide a summary of intra- and
interregional studies to the NERC Adequacy Committee (RAS). Regional and interregional
reliability assessments shall include the results of the system simulation testing as stated in
this Standard I.A.

3.5 Protective Relaying, Monitoring And Controls
Protective relaying, communications and instrumentation play an important role in
maintaining the reliability of the bulk electric system. Protective Relay Systems (PRS)
requirements shall be taken into account during the planning and design of generation,
transmission and substation configurations. If configurations are proposed that require
PRS that do not conform to this criteria or to accepted IEEE/ANSI practice, then the entities
affected shall negotiate a solution. The principles for planning additions in these
categories are set forth in this Criteria.
a.

The bulk power protective relay system design shall have as its objective rapid
clearing of all faults, with no fault permitted to remain uncleared despite the failure
of any single protective system component. To accomplish this, transmission
protection systems shall be installed as specified in Transmission Protection
Systems Criteria 7.2.

b.

Control areas shall maintain communications systems to their generating stations,
operation centers and to neighboring utilities which shall provide adequate
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communication in the event of failure of any one element of the systems. In
general, such communication systems should not be susceptible to failure during an
interruption of the A.C. power supply in any part or all of their areas.
c.

Loadings on the bulk electric system shall be monitored continually to insure that
operation is within safe limits.

d.

Suitable instrumentation, and/or other devices, shall be installed to measure
appropriate quantities at key points in the electric system with appropriate automatic
alarms.

e.

Fault recording devices as described in Criteria 7.1 shall be installed at appropriate
points within the SPP region so that outages and short circuits can be analyzed and
protective relay performance studied. In addition, Disturbance Monitoring
Equipment shall be provided to meet Criteria 7.1 so that system disturbances may
be analyzed.

f.

Underfrequency Load Shedding equipment shall be installed pursuant to Criteria
7.3 for the purpose of maintaining a stable operating frequency.

g.

As specified in Criteria 7.4, Special Protection Systems when installed shall detect
abnormal system conditions and take pre-planned, coordinated, corrective action to
provide acceptable system performance.

h.

When Undervoltage Load Shedding equipment is installed by a member system as
specified in Criteria 7.5 for the purpose of stabilizing interconnected systems and
mitigating the effects of voltage collapse, then this program shall coordinate with all
other schemes of which include system protection, Underfrequency Load Shedding,
Automatic Restoration of Load and Generation Control and Protection.

i.

Given the requirements of Criteria 7.6, Automatic Restoration of Load schemes may
be installed by member systems to expedite load restoration. These systems shall
be coordinated with all other schemes such as system protection, Underfrequency
Load Shedding, Undervoltage Load Shedding, and Generation Control and
Protection. These systems shall operate only after underfrequency and/or
undervoltage events.

j.

Generation Control and Protection schemes shall be designed pursuant to Criteria
7.7 to provide a reasonable balance between the need for the generator to support
the interconnected electric systems during abnormal conditions and the need to
adequately protect generator equipment from damage.
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4.0 REGIONAL CALCULATION OF AVAILABLE TRANSFER CAPABILITY
SPP takes a regional approach in the determination of Available Transfer Capability (ATC). The
regional approach calls for SPP to evaluate the inter-area transfer capability of its Transmission
Owners. This approach provides a high level of coordination between ATC reported by SPP and
Transmission Owners on SPP Open Access Same-time Information Network (OASIS) nodes.
Likewise, when Transmission Owners calculate ATC, they are responsible to coordinate the ATC
between their areas. If there is a dispute concerning the ATC, the SPP Transmission Assessment
Working Group (TAWGTWG) will act as the technical body to determine the ATC to be reported.

This Criteria provides Transmission Owners and the SPP Transmission Provider flexibility to revise
the ATC as needed for changes in operating conditions, while providing for unique modeling
parameters of the areas. The SPP Transmission Provider calculations do not preclude any studies
made by Transmission Owners in accordance with their individual tariffs, which may contain specific
methodologies for evaluating transmission service requests.

Transfer capabilities are calculated for two different commercial business applications; a) for use
as default values for Transmission Owners to post on their OASIS node for business under their
transmission tariffs and b) for use by SPP in administering the SPP Open Access Transmission
Tariff (SPP OATT).

The SPP utilizes a “constrained element” approach in determining ATC. This approach is referred
to as a Flowgate ATC methodology. Constrained facilities, termed “Flowgates”, used in this
approach are identified primarily from a non-simultaneous transfer study using standard
incremental transfer capability techniques that recognize thermal, voltage and contractual
limitations. Stability limitations are studied as needed. Flowgates serve as proxies for the
transmission network and are used to study system response to transfers and contingencies.
Using Flowgates with pre-determined ratings, this process is able to evaluate the ATC of specific
paths on a constrained element basis (Flowgate basis) while considering the simultaneous impact
of existing transactions.

The calculation of ATC is a very complex and dynamic procedure. SPP realizes that there are
many technical and policy issues concerning the calculation of ATC that will evolve with industry
changes. Therefore, the SPP Security Working Group and the SPP Transmission Assessment
Working Group will have the joint authority to modify the implementation of this Section of the
Criteria based on experience and improvements in technology and data coordination. Any
4-1
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changes made by these groups will be subject to formal approval as outlined in the SPP By-laws at
the first practical opportunity.

4.1 DEFINITIONS
4.1.1 Base Loading, Firm and Non-Firm (FBL & NFBL)
The determined loading on a Flowgate resulting from the net effect of modeled existing
transmission service commitments for the purpose of serving firm network load and impacts from
existing OATT OASIS commitments.

4.1.2 Capacity Benefit Margin
The amount of Flowgate capacity reserved by load serving entities to ensure access to generation
from interconnected systems to meet generation reliability requirements.

4.1.3 Contractual Limit
Contractual arrangements between Transmission Providers that define transfer capability between
the two.

4.1.4 Critical Contingency
Any generation or transmission facility that, when outaged, is deemed to have an adverse impact
on the reliability of the transmission network.

4.1.5 Designated Network Resources (DNR)
Any designated generation resource that can be called upon at anytime for the purpose of serving
network load on a non-interruptible basis. The designated generation resource must be owned,
purchased or leased by the owner of the network load.

4.1.6 Emergency Voltage Limits
The operating voltage range on the interconnected system that is acceptable for the time sufficient
for system adjustments to be made following a Critical Contingency.

4.1.7 Firm Available Transfer Capability (FATC)
The determined transfer capability available for firm Transmission Service as defined by the FERC
pro forma Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) or any direction of interest on a transmission
network between generation groups and/or system load for which commercial service may be
desired.
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4.1.8 First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability (FCITC)
NERC Transmission Transfer Capability, reference document (May 1995) defines FCITC as:
"The amount of power, incremental and above normal base transfers, that can be
transferred over the interconnected transmission systems in a reliable manner based
on all of the following conditions:

1. For the existing or planned system configuration, and with normal (pre-contingency)
operating procedures in effect, all facility loadings are within normal ratings and all
voltages are within normal limits,
2. The electric systems are capable of absorbing the dynamic power swings, and
remaining stable, following a disturbance that results in the loss of any single
electric system element, such as a transmission circuit, transformer or generating
unit, and,
3. After the dynamic power swings subside following a disturbance that results in the
loss of any single electric system element as described in 2 above, and after the
operation of any automatic operating systems, but before any post-contingency
operator-initiated system adjustments are implemented, all transmission facilities
loadings are within emergency ratings and all voltages are within emergency limits."

4.1.9 Flowgate
A selected transmission element or group of elements acting as proxy for the transmission network

representing potential thermal, voltage, stability and contractual system constraints to power
transfer. The process of determining the reliability issues for which a Flowgate is representative of
and by which a Flowgate is established is outlined in the Flowgate Determination section.

4.1.10 Line Outage Distribution Factor (LODF)
The percent of the power flowing across the contingency facility that transfers over the monitored
facility when the contingency facility is switched out of service.

4.1.11 Local Area Problem
A Transmission Owner may declare a facility under its control a Local Area Problem if it is
overloaded in either the base case or contingency case prior to the transfer. If a member declares
a facility a Local Area Problem, the member may neither deny transmission service nor request
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NERC Transmission Loading Relief for that defined condition.

4.1.12 Monitored Facilities
Any transmission facility that is checked for predefined transmission limitations.

4.1.13 Non-firm Available Transfer Capability (NFATC)
The determined transfer capability available for sale for non-firm Transmission Service as defined
by the NERC FERC pro forma Open Access Transmission Tariff for any direction of interest on a
transmission network between generation groups and/or system load for which commercial service
may be desired.

4.1.14 Normal Voltage Limits
The operating voltage range on the interconnected system that is acceptable on a sustained basis.

4.1.15 Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT)
FERC approved Pro-Forma Open Access Transmission Tariff.

4.1.16 Operating Horizon
Time frame for which Hourly transmission service is offered. The rolling time frame is twelve to 36
hours with a 12 noon threshold. It includes the current day, and after 12 noon, the remainder of
the current day and all hours of the following day.
Question: Is this defined in the tariff? Should reference the tariff and eliminate
specificity? In looking at the tariff’s definition, this definition does not match the
tarriff. Which one is used?

4.1.17 Operating Procedure
Any policy, practice or system adjustment that may be automatically implemented, or manually
implemented by the system operator within a specified time frame, to maintain the operational
integrity of the interconnected electric systems. If an Operating Procedure is submitted to the SPP
in writing and states that it is an unconditional action to implement the procedure without regard to
economic impacts or existing transfers, then the Operating Procedure will be used to allow
transfers to a higher level.

4.1.18 Outage Transfer Distribution Factor (OTDF)
The percentage of a power transfer that flows through the monitored facility for a particular transfer
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when the contingency facility is switched out of service.

4.1.19 Participation Factor
The percentage of the total power adjustment that a participation point will contribute when
simulating a transfer.

4.1.20 Participation Points
Specified generators that will have their power output adjusted to simulate a transfer.

4.1.21 Planning Horizon
Time frame beyond which Hourly transmission service is offered.

Question: Is this correct? Is this the period after which hourly service is not offered?

4.1.22 Power Transfer Distribution Factor (PTDF)
The percentage of power transfer flowing through a facility or a set of facilities for a particular
transfer when there are no contingencies.

4.1.23 Power Transfer Voltage Response Factor (PTVF)
The per unit amount that a facility’s voltage changes due to a particular transfer level.

4.1.24 SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff (SPP OATT)
The Southwest Power Pool Regional FERC approved Open Access Transmission Tariff

4.1.25 Transfer Distribution Factor (TDF)
A general term, which may refer to either PTDF or OTDF – The TDF represents the relationship
between the participation adjustment of two areas and the Flowgates within the system.

4.1.26 Transfer Test Level
The amount of power that will be transferred to determine facility TDFs for use in DC linear
analysis.

4.1.27 Transmission Owner (TO)
An entity that owns transmission facilities which are operated under a FERC approved OATT.
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4.1.28 Transmission Provider (TP)
An entity responsible for administering a transmission tariff. In the case of the SPP OATT, SPP is
the Transmission Provider. An SPP member may be its own Transmission Provider if the member
continues to sell transmission service under the terms of its own tariff.

4.1.29 Transmission User (TU)
Any entities that are parties to transactions under appropriate tariffs.

4.1.30 Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM)
The amount of Flowgate capacity necessary to ensure that the interconnected transmission
network is secure under a reasonable range of uncertainties in system conditions.

4.1.31 TRM multipliers (a & b)
“a”-multiplier; a factor between 0 and 1 indicating the amount of TRM not available for non-firm use
during the Planning Horizon
“b”-multiplier; a factor between 0 and 1 indicating the amount of TRM not available for non-firm use
during the Operating Horizon
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4.2 CONCEPTS
4.2.1 Transfer Capability
Transfer capability is the measure of the ability of the interconnected electric systems to reliably
move or transfer power from one area to another over all transmission circuits (or paths) between
those areas under specified system conditions. The units of transfer capability are in terms of
electric power, generally expressed in megawatts (MW). Transfer capability is also directional in
nature. That is, the transfer capability from area A to area B is not generally equal to the transfer
capability from area B to area A.

Some major points concerning transfer capability analysis are briefly outlined below:

1. System Conditions - Base system conditions are identified and modeled for the period
being analyzed, including projected customer demand, generation dispatch, system
configuration and base reserved and scheduled transfers.

2. Critical Contingencies - During transfer capability studies, both generation and
transmission system contingencies are evaluated to determine which facility outages
are most restrictive to the transfer being analyzed.

3. System Limits - The transfer capability of the transmission network can be limited by
thermal, voltage, stability or contractual considerations.

Thermal and voltage transfer limits can be determined by calculating the First Contingency
Incremental Transfer Capability. Stability studies may be performed by the Transmission Owners
at their discretion. Any known stability limits, which are determined on a simultaneous basis, and all
contractual limits will be supplied by each Transmission Owner in writing to the Transmission
Provider and the TAWGTWG.

4.2.2 Available Transfer Capability
NERC Available Transfer Capability Definitions and Determinations, reference document (June
1996) states: “Available Transfer Capability (ATC) is a measure of the transfer capability remaining
in the physical transmission network for further commercial activity over and above already
committed uses.”
SPP determines ATC as a function of the most limiting Flowgate of the path of interest. How limiting
a Flowgate is to a path is based on two aspects: (1) The determined firm or non-firm Available
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Flowgate Capacity (FAFC or NFAFC) for that Flowgate, and (2) the TDF for which that Flowgate
responds to power movement on the path under evaluation.

The common relationship between the identified limiting Flowgate and the path is the Transfer
Distribution Factor (TDF). This is mathematically expressed as follows:

Firm ATC = the firm Available Flowgate Capacity divided by the Transmission Distribution
Factor
(FATC = FAFC/TDF)
of the associated path.

Likewise,

Non-Firm ATC = the non firm Available Flowgate Capacity divided by the Transmission
Distribution Factor
(NFATC = NFAFC/TDF)
of the associated path.

Path ATC is determined by identifying the most limiting Flowgates to the path in question. Each
Flowgate represents a potential limiting element to any path within a system. Therefore, each
Flowgate with known Transfer Distribution Factor (TDF) can be translated into path ATC. However,
the Flowgate that produces the most limiting path ATC is the key Flowgate for that path.

The calculation of path ATC using this method is based on the ratio of the TDF into the remaining
capacity of a Flowgate, (non firm Available Flowgate Capacity or firm Available Flowgate Capacity).
Once a group of potential limiting elements has been selected, then all values pertaining to ATC
can be translated based on the TDF.

4.2.3 Response Factors
Response Factors are numerical relationships between key adjustments in the transmission system
and specific transmission components being monitored. They provide a linear means of
extrapolation to an anticipated end for which decisions can be made. While there are obviously
uncountable numbers of responses occurring in a system while transferring power, there are only a
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few that aid in the process of determination of ATC.

(1)

Transfer Distribution Factor - The Transfer Distribution Factor (TDF) is a
general term referring to either PTDF or OTDF. The relationship between
adjustments in participation points associated with a specific path and the identified
Flowgate in the system is the TDF. Depending on the Flowgate type, the TDF may
specifically represent the response in the system to certain types of pre-identified
system limitations as mentioned in the System Limitations section of the criteria.

(2)

Line Outage Distribution Factor - The Line Outage Distribution Factor (LODF) is
the percent of the power flowing across the contingency facility that transfers over
the monitored facility when the contingency facility is switched out of service.

(3)

Power Transfer Distribution Factor - The Power Transfer Distribution Factor
(PTDF) is the percentage of a power transfer that flows through a facility or a set of
facilities for a particular transfer when there are no contingencies. PTDF type
Flowgates are used for representing Thermal, Voltage, Stability and Contractual
Limitations. A PTDF Flowgate must have a PTDF at or above the percentage
outlined in NERC Operating Policies Transmission Loading Relief curtailment
thresholds to be considered a valid limit to transfer, except in long-term evaluations
where no TDF threshold is used.

(4)

Outage Transfer Distribution Factor - The Outage Transfer Distribution Factor
(OTDF) is the percentage of a power transfer that flows through the monitored
facility for a particular transfer when the contingency facility is switched out of
service. OTDF type Flowgates typically represent contingency based thermal
limitations within the system. They can also be used to represent Stability
limitations. Monitored Facility must have an OTDF at or above the percentage
outlined in NERC Operating Policies Transmission Loading Relief curtailment
thresholds to be considered a valid limit to transfer, except in long-term evaluations
where no TDF threshold is used.

(5)

Power Transfer Voltage Factor - The Power Transfer Voltage Factor (PTVF) is
the per unit amount that a facility’s voltage changes due to a particular transfer
level. A facility must have a PTVF at or above 0.02 p.u. to be considered a valid
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limit to transfer.

4.2.4 Transfer Capability Limitations
The electrical ability of the interconnected transmission network to reliably transfer electric power
may be limited by any one or more of the following:

1. Thermal Limits - Thermal limits establish the maximum amount of electrical current
that a transmission circuit or electrical facility can conduct over a specified time
period before it sustains permanent damage by overheating or before it violates
public safety requirements. Normal and emergency transmission circuit ratings are
defined in the SPP Rating of Equipment.

2. Voltage Limits - System voltages must be maintained within the range of
acceptable minimum and maximum voltage limits. For example, minimum voltage
limits can establish the maximum amount of electric power that can be transferred
without causing damage to the electric system or customer facilities. A widespread
collapse of system voltage can result in a blackout of portions of or the entire
interconnected network. Acceptable minimum and maximum voltages are network
and system dependent. The Normal Voltage Limit range is the operating voltage
range on the interconnected systems, above or below nominal voltage and
generally expressed in kilovolts, that is acceptable on a sustained basis. The
Emergency Voltage Limit range is the operating voltage range on the
interconnected systems, above or below nominal voltage and generally expressed
in kilovolts, that is acceptable for the time sufficient for system adjustments to be
made following a facility outage or system disturbance. Voltage limits will be as
specified in the Planning Criteria section of the SPP Criteria: Regional Transmission
Planning.

3. Stability Limits - The transmission network must be capable of surviving
disturbances through the transient and dynamic time periods following a
disturbance. Specific Stability Limits Criteria is found in the SPP Criteria: Regional
Transmission Coordinated Planning.

4. Contractual Requirements- Some Transmission Owners have contractual
arrangements that contain mutual agreements regarding the power transfer
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available between them. These contractual arrangements have been approved by
the appropriate regulatory agencies. The NERC Operating Policies inherently
recognize contract requirements that may limit the power transfer between
Transmission Owners. Some contract requirements are discussed in NERC
Operating Policy 3 – Interchange.

The limiting conditions on some portions of the transmission network can shift among thermal,
voltage, stability and contractual limits as the network operating conditions change over time

4.2.5 Invalid Limits
The procedures outlined in criteria may lead to identification of certain limiting facilities that are
invalid. Reasons may include, but are not limited to:
-

An invalid contingency generated as a generic single outage, which is not valid without
the outage of other facilities.

-

Incorrect ratings. Ratings will be corrected and the limiting transfer level recalculated.

-

The rating used may be directional in nature (directional relaying) and may not be valid
for the direction of flow.

-

The limiting facility is the result of over-generation/under-generation at a participation
point.

-

The contingency is considered improper implementation of an operating procedure.

-

The facility represents an equivalent circuit.

-

The limiting facility is declared a Local Area Problem.

Any limiting facility determined to be invalid due to modeling error that could be corrected must be
corrected by the next series of seasonal calculations.

4.2.6 Flowgates
Flowgates are selected power transmission element groups that act as proxies for the power
transmission system capable of representing potential thermal, voltage, stability and contractual
system limits to power transfer. There are two types of Flowgates;
? OTDF Flowgate; Composed of usually two power transmission elements in which the loss
of one (contingency facility) can cause the other power transmission element
(monitored facility) to reach its emergency rating.
? PTDF Flowgate; Composed of one or more power transmission elements in which the
total pre-contingency flow over the flowgate cannot excede a predetermined limit.
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Either with the power transmission system intact or with a contingency elsewhere, the
Flowgate can be selected to represent a thermal, voltage, stability or contractual limit.

Once a set of limiting elements have been identified, as potential transfer constraints, they can be
grouped with their related components and identified as unique Flowgates. The rating of the
Flowgate is called the Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC) of the Flowgate and is monitored and used
for evaluation of all viable transfers for commerce.

To the extent that the impedance network models are similar with similar participation patterns, the
same Flowgates can be monitored in other network models for purposes of evaluating the impact of
additional transactions on the network. Of course, each network model will be subtly different
therefore it is important that engineering judgment is exercised regarding the validity of applying
existing Flowgates to a new network model.

4.2.7 Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC)
The Flowgate and its Total Flowgate Capacity are pre-defined. A Flowgate is intended to limit the
amount of power allowed to flow over a defined element set. This TFC may reflect several possible
types of system limitations as described in the Limitations Section.

For OTDF Flowgates representing thermal overloads, the TFC represents the total amount
of power that can flow during the contingency without violating the emergency rating of the
monitored facility.

For PTDF Flowgates, the TFC represents the total amount of power that can flow over a defined
element set under pre-contingency conditions.
Again, limit types could be:
1) Thermal limits under normal operating conditions or linked contingency events,
2) Voltage limits under normal operating conditions or linked contingency events,
3) Stability limits under normal operating conditions or linked contingency events, or
4) Contractual limits.

Flowgates are selected based on the impacts of power transfer in an electrical network and will be
evaluated on a regular basis and revised as needed to ensure thorough representation of the
system they are representing.
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Each Flowgate represents a possible limitation within a network and in itself has a Flowgate rating
(TFC) and an Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC) which can be translated via the path response
factor (TDF) to a path Available Transfer Capability (path ATC) for any path.

4.2.8 Flowgate Capacity
4.2.8.1 Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC)
A Flowgate acts as proxy to path transfer limitations. This allows additional transfer capability on a
path based on the additional loading that can be incurred. The determination of additional loading
that can be incurred on a Flowgate begins first with the determination of the maximum loading that
can be allowed on a PTDF Flowgate or on the monitored facility of an OTDF Flowgate during its
associated contingency. This maximum loading is termed Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC).

4.2.8.2 Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC)
The available capacity on a Flowgate for additional loading for new power transfers is determined
by taking the Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC) and removing the Flowgate Base Loading (FBL) and
the Impacts due to existing system commitments and any transmission margins.

AFC = TFC – FBL – Impacts of existing commitments – transmission margins

4.2.8.3 Firm and Non-Firm Available Flowgate Capacity (FAFC and
NFAFC)
Path ATC is classified as firm or non-firm. This distinction is made when determining the Available
Flowgate Capacity (AFC) remaining for path ATC. AFC is classified as firm or non-firm depending
on the types of existing commitments considered for Impacts. This is realized in the formula for
Available Flowgate Capacity:

(AFC = TFC – FBL – Impacts of existing commitments – transmission margins).

4.2.9 System Impacts
4.2.9.1 Impacts of Existing Commitments
In order to simultaneously account for impacts of all commitments to all paths at any given instant in
time, it is necessary to devise a system that allows for fluctuation in the number of and the
magnitude of system commitments on each path within an acceptable amount of time, for the
purpose of providing transmission service in a competitive manner.
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Existing transmission commitments beyond those modeled as native load and related generation
commitments can be found on the OASIS. However, before impacts of OASIS posted reservations
can be calculated, they must first be interpreted – carefully examined for peculiar individual
characteristics. Due to the nature of the OASIS and the rules therein, posted reservations
sometimes require interpretation as to their actual value to apply toward the transmission network.

The following are examples of evaluations that are performed:
?? Recognize and adjust for duplicate reservations by multiple providers to complete one
transaction.
?? Adjust for reservations that may have changed status or have been replaced by another
reservation, including renewals and redirects.
?? Check for proper reflection of capacity profiles of reservations.
?? Distinguish status and class of reservations such as Study, Accepted, Confirmed, Firm, and
Non-Firm status to determine their proper impact level.

4.2.9.2 Positive Impacts
The scope of “Impacts of existing commitments” in the formula for AFC incorporates both the
calculated positive impacts and counter impacts of non-firm and firm service commitments. A
positive impact is determined as having the effect of increasing the loading on a Flowgate in the
direction of the Flowgate. Positive impact types are sorted into those resulting from firm and nonfirm service commitments. To determine firm or non-firm Available Flowgate Capacity, the
appropriate impacts are applied to make up the “Impacts of existing commitments” in the above
formula. Additionally, counter impacts are considered depending on firm or non-firm
determinations.

4.2.9.3 Counter Impacts
Counter impacts are those impacts due to transfers that act to relieve loading on limiting elements.
Counter impact types are sorted into those resulting from firm and non-firm service commitments.
These flows are not traditionally accepted as valid under the pretense that any reservation that
may cause such a loading relief is not actually doing so until it has been scheduled. To consider
counter-flows in transfer capability studies is to assume a high probability of scheduling.

4.2.10 Monitored Facilities
During the Flowgate determination process those facilities monitored for pre-defined limiting
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conditions. Mandatory Monitored Facilities, for use in these calculations, are all facilities operated
at 100 kV and above and all interconnections between Transmission Providers. Other facilities
operated at lower voltage levels may be added to the Monitored Facilities list at the discretion of
the Transmission Providers or Transmission Owners.

In defining Flowgates, the Monitored Facilities are those components of a Flowgate that remain in
service following the defined contingency.

4.2.11 Critical Contingencies
Those facilities that, when outaged, are deemed to have an adverse impact on the reliability of the
transmission network. These facilities may be transmission facilities, including multi-terminal lines,
or generating units. All interconnections of an area will be considered Critical Contingencies,
regardless of voltage level as will the largest generating unit in the area.

4.3 RELIABILITY MARGINS
Transmission margins are very important to the reliability of the interconnected network in an Open
Access environment. The NERC "Available Transfer Capability Definitions and Determination
Reference Document" defines Transmission Reliability and Capacity Benefit margins (TRM, CBM).

When using Flowgates as a means to represent a system’s constraints, it is necessary to translate
reliability margins, TRM and CBM, to a unique TRM and CBM for each Flowgate. Margins are the
required capacities that must be preserved for the purpose of moving power between areas during
specific emergency conditions. Since a margin is a preservation of transfer capacity, the margin
itself will have an impact on the most limiting element between the two areas for which it is
reserved.

All studies for the purpose of assessing TRM and CBM will only include generation units located
within the transmission system for which the Transmission Provider is responsible. These
generation units may also include those not specifically designated to serve network load
connected to transmission systems within the Transmission Provider system. However, the method
by which a Transmission Provider is to determine TRM and CBM shall not vary from that described
herein with the exception of assessing facilities located outside of SPP regional structure/bounds.

4.3.1 Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM)
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TRM on a Flowgate basis is that amount of reserved Flowgate capacity necessary to ensure that
the interconnected transmission network is secure under a reasonable range of uncertainties in
system conditions. The following factors shall be considered by SPP in the determination of TRM.
?? Load Forecast
Transmission Providers will forecast hourly load for the next seven days for all applicable
control areas.

Beyond seven days, Transmission Providers will project a demand based on seasonal peak
load models for all applicable Transmission Owners. These load levels will be the projected
peaks for the time frame for which the forecast applies.
?? Variations in Generation Dispatch
Variations to generation patterns constitute a viable concern. Generation dispatch in nearterm models will be based on real-time snapshots of network system conditions. For the
longer-term horizons, whenever possible, generation dispatch information provided by
generation owners will be applied to the ATC calculations. However, it is recognized that
longer-term dispatch is probably unknown to the generation controlling entities themselves
except for base-load and must run type units.
?? Unaccounted Parallel Flows
Parallel flows can be an issue if pertinent data to the ATC calculations are not shared
among the transmission providers and those transactions that have multiple wheeling
parties are not identified. Provision in the SPP OATT have reduced the impacts of these
transactions within SPP and between SPP and other regions.

Transmission Owners of facilities that are impacted by unaccounted parallel flows or
variations in dispatch may request additional TRM for their impacted Flowgates from the
TAWGTWG. Such requests must be in writing, must document the parallel flow impacts or
the variance in historical dispatch, and be accompanied by analysis or documentation
supporting the additional TRM requirements. The TAWGTWG shall have the authority to
grant or reject requests for the additional TRM requests.
?? SPP Operating Reserve Sharing
The SPP Operating Reserve Sharing program was instituted to provide both reliability and
economic benefits to its members. This program reduces the amount of internal operating
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reserves each entity is required to maintain while providing an automated way of allocating
resources on a region wide level to ensure quick recovery for the loss of any unit.
Transmission facilities must be able to support the automatic implementation of the Reserve
Sharing program. To that end, TRM on the Flowgates will provide enough capacity to
withstand the impact of the most critical generation loss to that facility. All generation
contingencies will be simulated by the Operating Reserve Sharing algorithm to determine
the highest impact on each Flowgate. This capacity will be included in TRM.
?? Counter Flow Impacts
Another factor to consider in the SPP TRM process is that for the planning horizon, which is
primarily next day and beyond, the counter flow impacts of reservations on the Flowgates
are removed with the exception of Designated Network Resources. This provides an
inherent margin in the calculation which along with the constant TRM provided by the
reserve sharing allocation, is a proxy for the generation variation.

4.3.2 TRM Coordination
The TRM specified on a Flowgate represents a transmission margin that the transmission system
needs to maintain a secure network under a reasonable range of uncertainties in system
conditions. As such it is not necessarily an import or export quantity specifically. The Automatic
Operating Reserve Sharing portion is determined by centralized Regional study based on the SPP
Operating Reserve Sharing Criteria. Any additional TRM may be requested by the Flowgate
owner/s, subject to review by the SPP TAWGTWG.

4.3.3 TRM Availability for Non-firm Service
To maximize transmission use to the extent reliably possible, Transmission Providers may sell TRM
on a non-firm basis. The ‘a’ and ‘b’ multipliers facilitate this purpose in the calculations. However,
a contingency or long-term outage to a high impact unit may result in the curtailment of non-firm
schedules and displacement of non-firm reservations sold within the TRM.

4.3.4 TRM Calculation Frequency
The Operating Reserve Sharing portion of the TRM will be determined annually for each season
(Spring, Summer, Fall, Winter). This process is outlined in the SPP Criteria under Operating
Reserves and the Operating Reserve Share Program Procedures.

Flowgate owner requests for

additional TRM may be submitted at any time for consideration at the next TAWGTWG meeting.
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The submittal should include justification and rational in writing for the requested additional TRM.
The TAWGTWG shall have authority to reject or grant such requests.

4.3.5 Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM)
CBM on a Flowgate basis is the amount of Flowgate capacity reserved by load serving entities to
ensure access to generation from interconnected systems to meet generation reliability
requirements.

SPP will use a probabilistic approach for Regional and sub-regional Generation Reliability
assessments. These assessments will be performed by the SPP on a biennial basis. Generation
Reliability assessments examine the regional ability to maintain a Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE)
standard of 1 day in ten years. The SPP capacity margin Criteria requires each control area to
maintain a minimum of 12% capacity margin for steam-based utilities and 9% for hydro-based
utilities. Historical studies indicate that the LOLE of one day in ten years can be maintained with a
10% - 11% capacity margin. As a normal practice, default values for CBM will be zero for
calculations of ATC for some or all of the following reasons:

? the existing level of internal capacity margin of each member is adequate
? historical reliability indicators of transmission strength of the SPP area
? Open Access transmission usage environment allows greater purchasing options
Flowgate owner requests for additional CBM may be submitted at any time for consideration at the
next TAWGTWG meeting. The submittal should include written justification and rational for the
requested additional CBM. The TAWGTWG shall have authority to reject or grant such requests.

4.4 FLOWGATE AND TFC DETERMINATION
The Flowgates used by SPP to administer the Regional Tariff serve as a proxy of the transmission
system. It is therefore essential to the reliable operation of the transmission system for the set of
Flowgates to adequately represent the transmission system.

4.4.1 Flowgate Updates
Updating the list of Flowgates is a continual process. Flowgate additions and deletions and
changes in TFC are the result of studies, analyses, and operating experience of SPP and its
member Transmission Owners. At any time during the year, the owner of transmission facilities
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may require that a set of facilities be used as a Flowgate to protect equipment or maintain system
reliability, regardless of the ownership of that set of facilities. SPP will update the Flowgate list as
needed. The responsibility for reviewing and monitoring the list will be shared between the
individual Transmission Owners, the TAWGTWG, the Security Working Group (SWG) and the SPP
staff. Updating the Flowgate list may or may not require running a study. If the Transmission
Owner is to perform a study, they are responsible for gathering accurate information from
neighboring Transmission Owners. The following requirements apply when adding a Flowgate to
the list:
? Transmission Owners may add OTDF Flowgates, provided that the contingency is valid,
the TFC represents the total amount of power that can flow during the contingency
without violating the emergency rating of the monitored facility, and no operating
procedures apply to that Flowgate.
? Transmission Owners may add PTDF Flowgates, provided that it is a single facility
Flowgate, the TFC is equal to the normal rating of the single facility, and no operating
procedures apply to that Flowgate.
? All other Flowgates proposed by Transmission Owners must have TAWGTWG and SWG
approval. The Security Coordinator can provide interim approval until the TAWGTWG
and SWG can convene to assess the request. Examples of such Flowgates are PTDF
Flowgates with two or more elements, OTDF Flowgates with three or more elements, or
Flowgates involving operating procedures.

There may be times when significant topological changes occur during operations that create
unexpected loadings on facilities not explicitly modeled as Flowgates. During these conditions, the
Security Coordinator will work with the Transmission Owner(s) to develop a commercial Flowgate
representative of the conditions present. Any such additions will be analyzed at the next Flowgate
evaluation to determine if they should remain in the permanent list of Flowgates.

4.4.2 Annual Review
In addition to the continual studies and analyses, the Flowgate list will also be reviewed annually by
the TAWGTWG using seasonal power flow models. This annual assessment will be performed
following the January SPP Model Development Work Group (MDWG) release of each year’s load
flow cases. This review is intended to serve as a tool by which the TAWGTWG, the Transmission
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Owners, and the SPP may assess the adequacy of the existing list of Flowgates and thereby
recommend necessary additions, deletions, and TFC changes. In order to accomplish this
assessment, the process herein described will be used to identify the most limiting elements for a
variety of transfer directions. Although transfer values will be involved in this process, this process
is not intended to produce any viable ATC values for use commercially or otherwise. Rather, ATC
values are determined as described in the "ATC Calculation Procedures" section.

4.4.2.1 Power Flow Models
The power flow models to be used in the process will be based on the models developed annually
by the SPP MDWG. Application of the models will use the following season definitions. The
Summer Model will apply to June through September, the Fall Model will apply to October and
November, the Winter Model will apply to December through March and the Spring Model will apply
to April and May. Each of these seasonal models developed will represent peak models. In
addition, for the summer season only, a Summer Shoulder Case representing approximately an
85% load level will be used in the determination process.

Prior to the start of the review all SPP Transmission Owners will submit a list of changes to SPP to
adjust the models. These changes should be such that the power flow models used to review the
Flowgate list represent the seasonal loads, transmission system configuration, generation dispatch,
and transactions that each Transmission Owner expects will occur during actual seasonal
operations. The changes will be submitted to SPP in a common format as outlined in the SPP Load
Flow Procedure Manual.

Model changes and parameters for Transmission Owners outside of SPP will be coordinated
through the NERC regional councils.

4.4.2.2 Parameters supplied by the Transmission Owners
In order to simulate a transfer, certain parameters must be known. These include the participation
points of MW increase/decrease and the participation factor of these points. These items will be
supplied to SPP by the Transmission Owners.

Participation points for exports will primarily be points of generation within the sending area.
Generators that are off-line may be turned on to participate in a transfer. A Transmission Owner
can specify generators to be excluded from use as participation points, such as generators that
serve base load. The participation points used for export will be consistent for all transfer
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directions.

The participation points for imports will primarily be points of generation reduction within the
receiving area. A Transmission Owner can specify generators to be excluded from use as
participation points, such as generators that serve base load. The generation reduction should be
based on economics, operating constraints or other criteria as specified by the Transmission
Owner. The participation points used for import will be consistent for all transfer directions.

Other parameters that must be supplied by the Transmission Owners include the following:
??

A contingency list including all critical single contingencies (both
transmission and generation) as well as multi-terminal facilities.

??

All contingencies suspected of causing voltage limitations and the transfers
for which they should be studied.

??

Any additional facilities below 100 kV to be monitored.

??

High and low voltage limits for system and/or individual buses.

??

All Contractual Requirements.

4.4.2.3 Default Parameters
The following parameters will be used in the event that a Transmission Owner does not submit the
area specific parameters:
?? For exports, the participation points will include all on-line generating facilities in
the model with unused generating capacity available.
?? The export participation factors will be the amount of unused generating
capacity at each point divided by the sum of the unused generating capacity at
all export participation points (i.e., PMAX-PGEN).
?? For imports, all on-line generators will be decreased prorated by their machine
bases caplable generation (i.e., PGEN-PMIN).
?? Transfer directions will be a set of all commercial paths.
?? Exports from merchant power plants will be considered in the determination of
Flowgates.
?? The transfer test levels are specified at the time of the ATC calculations, and
are determined by SPP staff.
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?? All facilities 100 kV and above will be included in the contingency list and the
monitored facility list. In addition, the largest unit within the area will be included
in the contingency list.
?? Voltage limits will be as specified in Planning Criteria section of the SPP Criteria:
Regional Transmission Planning.

4.4.2.4 Voltage Limits
Voltage limits are network and system dependent. Each Transmission Owner will submit an
acceptable set of Normal Voltage Limits and Emergency Voltage Limits to be applied for the
purpose of Flowgate and TFC determination.

4.4.2.5 Linear Analysis and AC Verification
SPP will perform DC linear analysis studies estimating the import or export ability of the identified
commercial paths using a combined linear evaluation of the network models with a follow up AC
verification of a minimum of the first three valid operational limitations. Specific AC analysis will also
be performed on any specified contingency/transfer combinations noted as voltage limiting
contingencies. Monitored Facilities, Contingency Facilities and Participation Points will be
implemented as described in the “Parameters Supplied by the Transmission Owners” section or
“Default Parameters” section as applicable.

4.4.2.6 Operating Procedures
Operating Procedures are available and may increase the Total Flowgate Capacity of a Flowgate
when implemented. Implementation of any available Operating Procedures will be done using a full
AC solution to determine the correct limit to be placed on a Flowgate. Any operationally increased
Total Flowgate Capacities established will be so noted.

4.4.2.7 Identification of Flowgate Changes
TAWGTWG will review the FCITC results of the power flow models and selected paths and identify
whether any Flowgates should be added, removed, or changed to better represent the SPP
transmission system.

A minimum of the first three valid FCITC limitations to each path will be AC verified. When all paths
have been evaluated, the TAWGTWG will review the AC verification results and, where needed,
the linear results for consideration as potential Flowgates.
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Typically, new Flowgates should be either OTDF Flowgates with a TFC representing the total
amount of power that can flow during a contingency without violating the emergency rating of the
monitored facility or single facility PTDF Flowgates with a TFC equal to the normal rating of the
single facility. In situations involving operating procedures the TFC may be higher than the facility
ratings.

The TAWGTWG will then determine any needed changes to the existing list of Flowgates. The
number of times elements appear as one of the most limiting components for transfers, the rank in
the list of most limiting elements, and the TDF level will be the primary factors considered in making
the determination. Flowgates can also be developed to represent identified Voltage Limitations
and Contractual Requirements.

4.4.2.8 Review and Coordination with Transmission Owners
Each SPP Transmission Owner will have the option of naming a representative to review the results
of the Flowgate review or deferring to the TAWGTWG finalization of the results. Summary sheets
of all interfaces or paths calculated will be communicated to the representatives for review. All data
will be made available for review upon request. The results will be approved by the TAWGTWG
before being reported.

The Transmission Owner should review the TAWGTWG proposed Flowgate changes and consider
their own operating experience and study results. Any modifications to the TAWGTWG proposed
changes should be returned to the TAWGTWG. Further dialog and justification may be required of
a Transmission Owner if the TAWGTWG has concerns about their modifications.

TAWGTWG will draft a final Flowgate list, incorporating the comments of the Transmission Owners.
The Transmission Owners should approve any additions, deletions, or changes to the Flowgate
list.

4.4.2.9 Initiating Interim Review Of Flowgate List
Operational condition changes, especially status changes of EHV transmission facilities and large
generators, may warrant a partial or full evaluation of the list of Flowgates. A review may also be
necessary due to multiple schedules being implemented causing parallel flows.

Transmission Owners will have access to copies of the SPP models and all relevant data used for
the annual review. Transmission Owners may at any time request a re-run of the Flowgate
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evaluations. The Transmission Owner requesting the re-run shall provide their reasons for
requesting the re-run to the TAWGTWG for consideration. Should the TAWGTWG deem a re-run
necessary, the SPP staff will perform the additional evaluation.

4.4.3 Dispute Resolution
If there is a dispute concerning a Flowgate, the questioning party must contact SPP and the
Transmission Owner(s) involved to resolve the dispute.

Examples of reasons for disputing a Flowgate may include:
?? The contingency used for the Flowgate is not valid.
?? There is an operating procedure that corrects the violation that is not being
properly taken into account.
?? An operating procedure is being taken into account in an improper manner yielding
an incorrect TFC.

If the parties involved do not reach agreement on the selected Flowgates, the SPP
TAWGTWG will review all of the arguments. Additional analyses will be performed if
necessary. SPP TAWGTWG will then make a final determination. If a party still wishes to
dispute the Flowgate, the SPP Dispute Resolution policy described in Section 2 of the SPP
By-laws may be initiated.

4.4.4 Coordination with Non-SPP Members
Flowgates involving transfers on interfaces and paths between SPP Transmission Owners and
non-SPP Transmission Owners will be coordinated by the parties involved and the TAWGTWG.

4.4.5 Feedback to SPP Members
The SPP staff shall maintain a table of all Flowgates on the SPP OASIS. The table shall include all
Flowgate data, which are applicable, including the Flowgate name, monitored facility, contingency
facility, Flowgate rating, TRM, CBM, a and b multipliers, LODF, the TDF basis for the Flowgate
(OTDF or PTDF), and the TDF cutoff threshold. This table shall be updated with any new
information on or before the first of each month.
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4.5 ATC CALCULATION PROCEDURES
The determination of ATC via Flowgates utilizes proxy elements to represent the power
transmission network. This process depends on the selected Flowgates to act as pre-determined
limiting constraints to power transfer. The process by which ATC will be determined when using the
Flowgate proxy technique incorporates the Definitions and Concepts within this Criteria.

Determination of ATC via Flowgates adheres to the following approach:
?? establishes a network representation (power flow model)
?? identifies potential limits to transfer (thermal, voltage, stability, contract)
?? determines response factors of identified limits relative to transfer directions (TDF)
?? determines impacts of existing commitments (firm, non-firm)
?? applies margins (TRM, CBM, a & b multipliers)
?? determines maximum transfer capabilities allowed by limits and applied margins ( ATC, FATC,
NFATC)

4.5.1 ATC Calculation and Posting Timeframes
To assist Transmission Providers with Short Term service obligations under FERC Order 888 and
889, SPP will calculate the monthly path ATC for the upcoming 16-months for all potential
commercial paths for Transmission Providers in the SPP Region. This data will be posted for use
in evaluating the SPP OATT requests and provided on a monthly basis to the Transmission
Providers in adequate time to post the information on OASIS nodes by the 1st of each month.

Hourly, Daily and Weekly ATC shall be calculated on a daily basis and posted at the time of run.
SPP will also provide commercial path conversions to any individual providers needing that
information to administer their own tariff. Hourly ATC shall be calculated for 12 to 36 hours ahead
depending on time of day. SPP has a firm scheduling deadline at 12:00 noon of the day prior to
start. At this point all firm schedules are known and the hourly non-firm request window opens for
the next day. At this point SPP will calculate hourly ATC for HE 14 of the current day through HE
24 of the next day. This process continues dropping the current hour each resynchronization until
12:00 noon the next day when the cycle starts again. Again SPP will provide commercial path
conversions for any SPP provider that needs them for posting on their own OASIS nodes.
4.5.2 Power Flow Models
The monthly calculation of Flowgate based ATC will be made using rolling seasonal models that
produce an update for the upcoming sixteen month service window (12 month multi-month service
+ 4 months advance notice). For example, the required data update for January of any year will
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yield data for January thru December plus the next January, February, March and April of the
following year. The necessary seasonal models will be selected from the approved SPP MDWG set
to represent this time frame. Any known system changes/corrections to these models will be
included. SPP will routinely calculate ATC for the upcoming 16-month service window. Monthly
models will be updated/developed from the latest seasonal models to represent individual months
for the purpose of capturing operational conditions that may be unique from other monthly models.

4.5.3 Base Loading , Firm and Non-Firm (FBL & NFBL)
Model base flows provide the basis for which to begin determination of Available Flowgate
Capacity. However, there are many transactions within the monthly models that are duplicated on
the OASIS. A record of the network model flows of each Flowgate as found in the solved network
models will be used as a beginning point to account for impacts of base case transactions and
existing commitments. The impacts on Flowgates due to transactions outside the purpose of
representing designated Network Resource exchange will be removed by applying the TDF factors
determined to each transaction identified in the base case. In addition to adjusting the model flow in
this manner, positive and counter impacts of existing OASIS commitments will be applied according
to the type of Base Loading (Firm or Non-Firm) under consideration. In non-firm Base Loading,
50% of Counter Impacts resulting from firm Confirmed reservations will act to reduce the overall
Base Loading figure. This process will establish the base loading expected with each control area
serving its firm Network Load.

4.5.4 Transfer Distribution Factor Determinations (TDF)
Participation data provided by Transmission Owners from the annual Flowgate evaluation process
will be used as default data unless otherwise specifiedFor export and import participation points all
on-line generators, unless otherwise denoted (e.g., nuclear units), will be scaled prorated by their
machine base (MBASE). TDF data will be calculated for all commercial paths using the most
current participation data, ATC models and Flowgate list on a monthly basis.

4.5.5 Existing Commitments and Netting Practices
Existing commitments resulting from Confirmed, Accepted and Study reservations on the SPP
OATT OASIS nodes will be considered and accounted for in the determination of Available
Flowgate Capacity. Accounting for the impact of existing commitments is a key part of the process
for determining which new transfers will be allowed, unlike the TLR implementation process which
involves determining which existing transfers must be curtailed. Therefore, unlike TLR
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implementation which requires a minimum TDF threshold, all positive impacts from existing
commitments must be applied without using a minimum TDF threshold. Impacts from these
commitments will be applied according to the future time frame of which they are applicable. These
time frames are discussed below:

4.5.5.1 Yearly Calculations (whole years, starting 60 days out)
A Yearly transmission service request is defined as a service request with a duration of greater
than or equal to 1 year in length. The evaluation of Available Transfer Capability for this service
type is performed utilizing solved network models with existing OASIS commitments figured in as net
area interchange values. In addition to monitoring Flowgates, standard N-1 contingency analyses
will be performed to study the impact of yearly transmission requests on the transmission system.

4.5.5.2 Monthly Calculations (months 2 through 16)
The impacts of OASIS reservations that are Confirmed, Accepted and in Study mode will be applied
to each Flowgate according to the TDF values determined. All positive impacts on a Flowgate due
to these types of reservations decrease ATC. 100% of counter flow impacts due to reservations
supplying Designated Network Resources are allowed to increase ATC. For non-firm service, up to
50% of the counter-flows due to all firm Confirmed reservations will be allowed on a Flowgate. The
combined positive impacts and counter flow impacts will be added to the base flows to determine
Available Flowgate Capacity for the Monthly calculation.

4.5.5.3 Daily and Weekly Calculations (Day 2 through 31)
For Daily and Weekly calculations, composite area interchange values will be determined by
integrating all OASIS Confirmed and Accepted reservations into projection models. Base flows will
be determined by the projection models and counter flow impacts will be backed out by applying
the necessary negative TDF calculations to all Accepted, Confirmed and Study reservations. For
non-firm Available Flowgate Capacity calculations, up to 50% of the counter flow impacts due to all
firm Confirmed reservations will be allowed. For firm Available Flowgate Capacity, the counter flow
impacts of Confirmed reservations for Designated Network Resources are allowed to unload
Flowgates.

4.5.5.4 Hourly Calculations (Day 1)
These calculations are for hourly non-firm service only. All known schedule information from NERC
Electronic-tags will be applied to base flow calculations. These schedules determine base
interchange values. Since these are expected schedules, all counter flow impacts are allowed in
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this calculation. OASIS reservation information is not considered for determination of existing
impacts in this calculation.

4.5.6 Partial Path Reservations
Requests made on individual Transmission Provider’s tariffs require two or more reservations to
complete a transaction resulting in a partial path reservation. The SPP OATT offers service out of,
into and across SPP and between SPP members with a single reservation. For transmission
service under the SPP OATT, only reservations with valid sources and sinks are allowed. However,
to avoid double accounting of Flowgate and system impacts due to duplicate reservations
documented on Transmission Provider OATT OASIS nodes from partial path reservations,
necessary means will be incorporated to recognize these related reservations and determine the
correct singular impacts.

4.5.7 ATC Adjustments Between Calculations
ATC will be adjusted following receipt of any valid SPP OASIS node reservation. The requested
capacity will be multiplied by the TDF on all affected Flowgates and the resulting amounts will be
subtracted from each Flowgates’ ATC and posted to the OASIS.

4.5.8 Coordination of Transmission Commitments with Neighboring
Organizations
Coordination of dispatch information, Confirmed firm and non-firm system commitments from
neighboring regions, RTO’s, ISO’s etc. will be conducted as appropriate to each type of ATC being
determined to establish the most accurate system representation of base flows and generation
profiles. External reservations may be retrieved from other OASIS sites or locations designated by
neighboring Transmission Providers.

4.5.9 Margins
Identified TRM and CBM will be applied to each Flowgate as described in the Reliability Margins
section.
4.5.10 ATC Determination
The following equations are used in ATC determination:

4.5.10.1 Firm Base Loading (FBL)*, **:
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??

Firm Base Loading = (Flows resultant of DNR) + (? Positive Impacts due to Firm OASIS
Commitments, Confirmed, Accepted and Study) – (100% of ? Counter Impacts due to
Confirmed Firm OASIS Commitments for DNR only)

4.5.10.2 Non-Firm Base Loading (NFBL)*, **:
??

Non-Firm Base Loading = (Flows resultant of DNR) + (? Positive Impacts due to Firm and
Non-Firm OASIS Commitments, Confirmed, Accepted and Study) – (up to 50% of ? Counter
Impacts due to Confirmed Firm OASIS Commitments)

4.5.10.3 Firm Available Flowgate Capacity (FAFC):
??

Firm Available Flowgate Capacity = (Total Flowgate Capacity) – (TRM) – (CBM) – (Firm
Base Loading)

4.5.10.4 Non-Firm Available Flowgate Capacity (NFAFC, Operating
Horizon):
??

Non-Firm Available Flowgate Capacity, Operating Horizon = (Total Flowgate Capacity) –
(b*TRM) – (CBM) – (Non-Firm Base Loading)
4.5.10.5

??

Non-Firm Available Flowgate Capacity (NFAFC, Planning
Horizon):
Non-Firm Available Flowgate Capacity, Planning Horizon = (Total Flowgate Capacity) –
(a*TRM) – (CBM) – (Non-Firm Base Loading)

4.5.10.6

Firm Available Transfer Capability (FATC):

?? Firm ATC = Most limiting value from associated Flowgates = Min {Firm Available Flowgate
Capacity/TDF of appropriate path}

4.5.10.7

Non-Firm Path Available Transfer Capability (NATC, Operating
Horizon):
?? Non-Firm ATC, Operating Horizon = Most limiting value from associated Flowgates = Min {NonFirm Available Flowgate Capacity, Operating Horizon/TDF of appropriate path}

4.5.10.8

Non-Firm Available Transfer Capability (NFATC, Planning
Horizon):
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?? Non-Firm ATC, Planning Horizon = Most limiting value from associated Flowgates = Min {NonFirm Available Flowgate Capacity, Planning Horizon/TDF of appropriate path}

* Applicable pre-emption requirements of lower priority service types will be
considered when evaluating requests for transmission service.
** Impacts resulting from queued Study reservations will be applied according to
priority when evaluating requests for transmission service.

SPP will calculate the ATC for each of its Transmission Providers on their direct interconnections
(either physical interconnections or by rights to a line) and any interface or path requested by a
Transmission Provider to fulfill its obligations under FERC Order 889. The ATC for requested
interfaces or paths will be calculated only if requested by the Transmission Provider obligated to
post the interfaces or paths.

4.5.11 Annual Review of ATC Process
The SPP TAWGTWG will conduct an annual review of the Regional ATC determination process
including TRM and CBM to assess regional compliance with NERC requirements, regional reliability
needs and functionality toward SPP Transmission Owners and Users. This review will be held at
the same time as the Flowgate Evaluation process.
SPP will conduct a survey of the Transmission Owners and Users and the results will be published
on the SPP website. Concerns that are identified from the survey will be forwarded to the
appropriate SPP Committee.

4.5.12 Dialog With Transmission Users
Transmission Users may contact the TAWGTWG with any concerns regarding this criterion, its
implementation, or the resulting ATC values. The concerns should be in writing and sent to the
chair of the TAWGTWG. The chair will then draft a written response to the Transmission User
containing either an answer or a schedule for when such an answer can be provided. If the
Transmission User is not satisfied, the concerns can be sent to the chair of the Engineering and
Operating Committee.
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OPERATIONS POLICY COMMITTEE
Recommendation to the Board of Directors
January 27, 2004

Background
The Board of Directors approved the SPP budget, while withholding funding authority on market related
items summarized by the Finance Committee.
Analysis
Some of the budget amounts that require additional approval by the Board of Directors were for the
meeting of the MWG, related task forces, and travel for SPP staff. An estimate was made that the
ancillary costs to support the MWG efforts for the first quarter would be $70,000.

Recommendation
The MWG recommends that SPP be authorized to expend up to $70,000 for the meetings and travel
related to the MWG efforts.
Approved:

Market Working Group
Operations Policy Committee

Action Requested:

Approve Recommendation

January 6, 2004
January 15, 2004
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SPP Request for Proposal

Section I - Background
Information to Bidders
Purpose
The purpose of this Request For Proposal (RFP) is to invite proposals from identified firms, consultants, electric
industry researchers and other regional transmission organizations (RTO) for services required by the Southwest
Power Pool Inc. (SPP) in order to meet the requirements of an independent market monitoring function.
The SPP will only consider proposals that encompass all requirements of the market monitoring function. SPP
requests the Bidder provide as much information as possible in response to each requirement specified in this
RFP. The Bidder must identify any specific requirements with which it is unwilling or unable to provide.
General Information
The key dates for the RFP process are listed below:
•

All communication regarding this RFP will be with Richard Dillon of SPP.

•

The RFP will be posted on the SPP website (www.spp.org) by Friday, January 16, 2004.

•

Expression of Interest must be provided by Friday, January 23, 2004 via e-mail to Richard Dillon:
rdillon@spp.org .

•

Questions for clarification must be submitted via email by Friday, January 23, 2004.

•

Answers to questions will be posted on the SPP website (www.spp.org) by Friday, January 30, 2004.

•

Written proposals must be submitted by Monday, February 16, 2004 by 1200 Central Time. Any
proposals received after this time will be rejected. Three bound and one unbound copy of each
proposal should be sent, via overnight service, to:
Richard Dillon
Southwest Power Pool
415 N. McKinley, 800 Plaza West
Little Rock, AR 72205
Phone: (501) 614-3228
Email: rdillon@spp.org
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•

After reviewing written proposals, the Evaluation Committee1 will select top Bidders to present their
proposals and qualifications orally on Thursday, February 26, 2004.

•

Selection of the prospective supplier will occur during the week of March 1, 2004.

•

Contract discussions with the prospective supplier are anticipated to be underway by Monday,
March 15, 2004.

•

Market Monitoring and Market Power Mitigation protocol development will begin immediately after
contract approval by the Board of Directors and execution of the contract.

•

Market Monitoring and Market Power Mitigation protocols are anticipated to be filed with FERC
during August 2004.

•

The in-service date of an RTO administered market is anticipated to be November 2004.

SPP reserves the right to amend the RFP at any time before the specified due date for proposals. After the
proposal due date, amendments to the RFP shall be sent only to bidders who submitted a proposal.
Before the proposal due date, a submitted proposal may be withdrawn by submitting a written request for its
withdrawal to SPP signed by the Bidder and mailed to Richard Dillon at the SPP Corporate Office.
All those submitting proposals shall keep their proposals open for acceptance by SPP for a period of 180 days.
All proposals shall become the property of SPP, subject to non-disclosure at the request of the Bidder.
Any cost incurred by the Bidder in the preparation of the proposal will be borne by the Bidder and the proposal
will become the property of SPP.
No oral or written statements made by SPP personnel shall be considered addenda to or part of this RFP unless
the statement is confirmed in writing and identified as a written addendum to this RFP.
No liability is assumed for errors or omissions in this RFP or any information, correspondence, notices or other
documentation related to this RFP. During the evaluation process, it will be assumed that respondents received
all amendments and addenda for this RFP.
SPP reserves the right to reject any or all Bidder proposals after evaluation.
SPP reserves the right to seek proposal clarification with any Bidder to assist in making decisions.
The responses will be evaluated according to, but not restricted to, the following criteria:
•

1

The Bidder’s demonstration of its capabilities to provide the services required given the broad areas
of technical expertise and periodic reporting related to the performance of the market monitoring
function. Areas of expertise include, but are not limited to technical knowledge of energy markets,
written communication skills, data gathering expertise, historical relationships with regulatory
agencies, development of economic models;

Exact composition of the Evaluation Committee is to be decided and announced at a later date but prior to February 23, 2004.
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•

The Bidder’s ability to submit a comprehensive plan for performing the functions described under
Section III “Market Monitoring Requirements” of this RFP;

•

The Bidder’s overall responsiveness and consistency in meeting the requirements as specified in
Section III;

•

Demonstration by the Bidder of an ongoing business capability, e.g. financial statements, etc.;

•

Demonstration by the Bidder of independence from any market participant or potential market
participant;

•

The Bidder’s organizational and technical capabilities to provide services

•

The Bidder’s ability to meet the present and future SPP requirements for the services proposed;

•

The Bidder’s ability to meet the designated timelines and the testing dates agreed upon with SPP;

•

The compliance of the Bidder’s response to the specification(s).

Requests for clarification, and responses, on the RFP shall be in writing and forwarded to rdillon@spp.org
according to the timeline above. Responses to written requests will be distributed in writing to all known
recipients of the RFP without identifying the source of the question.
Disclosure of Interest
All Bidders shall make full disclosure in writing at the time of the proposal of any business relationships with
SPP personnel or business relationships with any SPP participants or their personnel, including but not limited to
the following:
•

Ownership of shares or interests of the bidder by any SPP personnel, SPP market participant or
personnel of any SPP market participant.

•

Detail of any directorships in the bidding entity or employment by the bidding entity of any SPP
personnel or personnel of any SPP market participant.

•

Contractual relationships with SPP, SPP employees or any stakeholder in the SPP RTO market.

By submission of a proposal, the bidder certifies (and in the case of a joint proposal, each party certifies) that:
•

No relationship exists or will exist during the contract period between the Bidder and SPP or SPP
market participant that interferes with fair competition or is a conflict of interest.

•

The proposal has been developed independently without consultation, communication or agreement
with any employee or consultant of SPP or any employee or consultant of an SPP market participant
who has worked on the development of this RFP, or with any person serving as an evaluator of the
proposals submitted in response to this RFP.

If a Bidder fails to disclose an interest, SPP reserves the right to terminate or cancel a contract, into which SPP
may have been entered with a Bidder.
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Section II - Overview
Overview
Regulatory Overview
On October 15, 2003, SPP filed with FERC seeking recognition as a Regional Transmission Organization under
FERC Order No. 2000. SPP is committed to meeting FERC expectations under Order No. 2000.
SPP is headquartered in Little Rock, Arkansas. It began operation in 1941, when 11 companies voluntarily
came together to serve the needs of national defense. In June 1968, SPP became one of the original regional
reliability councils of NERC when it was formed. In 1997 SPP began operation as a regional security
coordinator. SPP has 55 members and serves over 4 million customers in a 400,000 square mile area that
encompasses 17 control areas. The region includes all or portions of the following states: Arkansas, Kansas,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas.
SPP Services
SPP services include tariff administration, regional security coordination, regional transmission modeling and
reliability assessment, and management of the operating reserve sharing pool.2 The SPP tariff offers customers
“one stop shopping” for transmission service across the region. SPP will process transmission requests,
determine available transfer capability, and will schedule submitted transactions.
The SPP tariff effective February 1, 2000, allows SPP to administer regional network transmission service, firm
and non-firm point-to-point transmission service, and coordinate the procurement of ancillary services as
specified in Order 888. SPP collects Transmission Tariff revenues and distributes them to members in
accordance with the Membership Agreement.
SPP coordinates generation and transmission maintenance and is responsible for the reliable operation of the
transmission grid. It also coordinates emergency response. Members are required to follow SPP procedures
under emergency conditions unless such directives would cause potential human injury. The RTO would be
responsible for grid planning; member transmission owners would be responsible for construction. Members
will be compensated for construction to fullest extent permitted by FERC or other jurisdictional body.

2

SPP Reserve Sharing Group Participants include entities outside the SPP footprint.
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Market Implementation Timeline
Phase 1 (2004) – Real-Time balancing market with market power monitoring and mitigation (an example of the
Issue List is included in the Appendix).
• Increment 1 (February 2004): Establish infrastructure and processes that allow for a SPP
provided non-binding settlement of Energy Imbalance using proxy rates;
• Increment 2 (April 2004): Enhance reliability data and net scheduled interchange; and,
• Increment 3 (November 2004): Offer based energy imbalance market along with market
monitoring and market power mitigation.
Phase 2 (November 2005) – Market-based congestion management.
Phase 3 (November 2006) – Ancillary services market.
Board of Director’s Actions
In June 2003, the Board of Directors approved SPP proceeding on the Market Implementation Timeline
discussed in this document. During October 2003, the Board of Directors directed that expenditures related to
the market may be subject to additional approval by the Board of Directors.
Members
Membership is broad and varied and includes investor-owned, municipals, cooperatives, marketers, state
agencies, federal power agencies, and independent power producers. A list of members can be found at
http://www.spp.org/About_Members.htm. In addition to members, SPP also has many other participants that
are Transmission Customers but are not members of SPP.
SPP Governing Documents
The following documents define the obligations of SPP members and provide direction for SPP policymaking.
If not attached to this document, they can be found at the SPP website at www.spp.org or at www.ferc.gov.
SSPP Articles of Incorporation
SSPP Bylaws
SSPP Standards of Conduct
STariff
SMembership Agreements
SNetwork Operating Agreements
SFERC Order 2000
SOrder 888
The Board of Directors’ minutes and Market Working Group minutes may also be obtained at the SPP website.
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Section III - Market Monitoring
Requirements
Reporting Relationships

Reporting Relationships
SPP Board
STATES

FERC

OPC
BPWG
MWG
MMU
October 22, 2003

IMM
3

The Independent Market Monitor (IMM) will interact with the Market Monitor Unit (MMU) of SPP,
market participants, and regulators in the acquisition of data and implementation of the Market
Monitoring function and/or Market Power Mitigation initiative. The IMM will be responsible to the
SPP Board of Directors. Reports to the SPP Board of Directors will be available to the Market
Working Group (MWG), Market Monitoring Unit, and the State and Federal regulators.
Recommendations for changes to the Market Structure or for Monitoring and Mitigation purposes are
subject to the approval by the Board of Directors and possibly the FERC. The Board of Directors is
anticipated to consult with the State and Federal regulators, MWG, and MMU prior to granting such
approval.
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Operational Relationships
Participant
The IMM may anticipate some interaction with participants, both during the development of the
market design, market mitigation protocols, and during ongoing operations. Such interaction is
anticipated as perceived deficiencies in the market design or operations are identified and may be as a
result of a group discussion or individual participant concern. If an investigation is requested, the
process for initiating an investigation is that the IMM formally request that the MMU perform an
investigation. The MMU may modify the requested investigation and may also request participation
by the IMM in the investigation. The result of an investigation may result in a notification to the
MWG of a weakness/failure in market procedures with a recommendation for improvement. The
MWG is expected to respond to the MMU as to their decision within a timely period, but not less than
sixty days. Should the MWG not take timely actions to resolve issues brought to its attention, the
IMM may recommend changes to the Board of Directors, FERC and state regulators. The MMU and
IMM may review the MWG decision. If the recommendation was not adopted, there may be a report
to the Board of Directors and/or State and Federal Regulators by the IMM. The IMM is responsible
for communicating to the initiating party progress and the resolution of the issue.
Market Monitoring Unit
The IMM may obtain data for analysis and review purposes through the MMU or other sources.
Investigations initiated by the IMM or MMU may result in interaction between the two entities.
Development and measurement of metrics will occur in concert with the MMU and various regulatory
agencies. Development of the market power mitigation tests (conduct and impact) are performed in
concert with the MMU and MWG. The Board of Directors may recommend and FERC must approve
such tests. The daily operation of market power mitigation, and the consequence of such tests, is the
responsibility of the MMU.
Market Working Group
The IMM will develop the market power mitigation tests (conduct and impact) in concert with the
MMU and MWG. The Board of Directors may recommend and FERC must approve such tests.
Board of Directors
The IMM will respond to ad hoc requests of the Board of Directors. The IMM will also prepare the
annual “State of the Market” report, which includes review of market operations and the access of
transmission capacity for use by the market.
FERC/State Regulatory
The IMM, in conjunction with various regulatory agencies, the MMU and MWG, will develop and
measure comparative reporting metrics. Development of the market power mitigation tests (conduct
and impact) will be performed in concert with the MMU, MWG, and various regulatory agencies.
The Board of Directors may recommend and FERC must approve such tests. The respondent is
obligated to satisfy any and all requirements of FERC’s Order in Investigation of Terms and
Conditions of Public Utility Market-Based Rate Authorizations, Docket No. EL01-118-000.
Respondent will state how it will comply with this Order.

SPP RTO REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL, APPENDIX

PAGE 9

SPP Request for Proposal

SPP Operation Personnel
The IMM will interact with SPP Operations Personnel in the development and maintenance of
economic models
Reports
1. The IMM assists in evaluating the effectiveness of the MMU. The result of the evaluation
will be reported to the Board of Directors by the IMM.
2. The IMM will prepare an annual “State of the Market” report, including evaluation of market
functions and transmission, and render the report to the Board of Directors, FERC, State
Regulatory, and make it available to the SPP stakeholders.
3. The IMM will prepare quarterly and an annual “metrics” report for inter-RTO comparisons
and render such report to the Board of Directors, FERC, State Regulatory, and make it
available to the SPP stakeholders.
4. The IMM will render pre-release versions of the “State of the Market” and “metrics” reports to
the MWG for informational purposes only.
5. The IMM will analyze and report market data on a quarterly basis for indications of market
power, including:
S
Physical withholding
S
Artificial barriers to entry
S
Impact of the use of resources for reliability versus energy purposes
S
Market response to price spikes
S
Analysis of bidding patterns
Consult on Market Design Issues
1. The IMM will work with the MWG and MMU to identify potential weaknesses in the Market
Design during development. Potential weaknesses may also be identified through the periodic
reporting to the Board of Directors.
2. Upon request, the IMM will advise the MWG and MMU on Market Design.

3. The IMM will recommend design of Real-time Mitigation Protocols to the MWG and MMU.
These protocols are expected to be very transparent to the market participants.
4. The IMM is expected, on a request basis, to educate participants on market design and market
power issues.
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Investigations
The IMM will assist the MMU in investigations on an as requested basis. The IMM is responsible for
periodic reviews of market power. The IMM will be notified of types of investigations requested of
the MMU.

Section IV – Pricing Terms
1.
2.
3.
4.

Fixed price for the reporting function.
Fixed price consulting on Phase 1 Market Design.
Fixed price consulting on Phase 2 Market Design.
Time and Materials rates.

Reporting Relationships
SPP Board
STATES

FERC

OPC
BPWG
MWG
MMU
October 22, 2003
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Appendix A: Bidder Qualification
Sheet
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BIDDERS'S QUALIFICATIONS AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION
SECTION 1 - GENERAL INFORMATION
1. NAME AND ADDRESS

(Street, City, State and ZIP Code)

2. TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
SOLE PROPRIETORSHIP

OTHER

PARTNERSHIP
CORPORATION
2a. DATE ORGANIZATION ESTABLISHED

1a. LOCATION OF RELEVANT BRANCHES

(Specify City and State)

STATE OF INCORPORATION
(If applicable)

3. KIND OF BUSINESS
CONSULTING SERVICES

OTHER

OUTSOURCE SOLUTION
PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT
4. OWNERSHIP INFORMATION - GENERAL PARTNERS - PRINCIPAL STOCKHOLDERS - PARENT
NAME

TITLE

(If Director so state)

SECTION II - REFERENCES
1. REFERRALS

(Not less than 3)
COMPANY

TELEPHONE
NO.

NAME

CONTACT
PERSON

ADDRESS

DESCRIPTION OF SYSTEM

(Street, City, and ZIP Code)

OR SERVICES DELIVERED

2. ARE YOU NOW IN, OR PENDING DEFAULT ON ANY OBLIGATIONS TO BANKS OR OTHER FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS?
YES

NO

(If "YES", provide detailed information, Section V, Remarks)

3. LIST THE FIVE LARGEST JOBS YOU HAVE COMPLETED IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS
LOCATION

OWNER'S NAME AND ADDRESS

BRANCH

CONTRACT

AMOUNT OF WORK (US$)

4. CHECK PROPER BOX
(If "YES" explain under Section V Remarks)
HAVE YOU, DURING THE PAST TWO YEARS BEEN CHARGED WITH A FAILURE TO MEET THE CLAIMS OF YOUR SUBCONTRACTORS OR
SUPPLIERS?

YES

NO

SPP RTO REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL, APPENDIX
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SYSTEM OPERATION, PLANNING AND MARKET DEVELOPMENT
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
This Agreement, is entered into by and between Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) and
Midwest ISO (MISO), individually referred to as “Party” and collectively referred to as
“Parties”, to establish the Seams Agreement Coordinating Committee to outline a plan of
coordinated system operations, system planning and market development to be undertaken by the
parties.
BACKGROUND
A.
Each Party is responsible for various reliability and commercial functions
impacting the wholesale supply of electricity.
B.
SPP is in the process of filing to be recognized by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) as a Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”).
C.
The Midwest ISO desires to administer an LMP based energy market to augment
its FERC approved RTO services and obligations.
D.
The Parties agree that augmenting existing coordination agreements and practices
in the manner described herein will lead to a more coherent electric marketplace within their
respective service areas.
E.
The Parties acknowledge that the North American marketplace is evolving toward
broader and more efficient markets, including associated business practices and reliability
standards.
F.
The Parties acknowledge that increasing the compatibility of these markets as
well as the present provision of the above noted functions will enable more seamless transaction
of products across their borders and is a key consideration and objective in future market
evolution.
G.
The Parties acknowledge that coordinating and implementing resolutions to
system expansion, operation, planning, and market development seams issues are in the best
interest of customers.
H.
The Parties wish to work together to accomplish these objectives and to that end
have held a formative, first meeting of the Coordinating Committee in Little Rock, Arkansas, on
October 31, 2003.
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AGREEMENTS
In consideration of the foregoing, the Parties agree as follows:
1. Establishment of Coordinating Committee
The Parties agree to establish the Seams Agreement Coordinating Committee
(“Coordinating Committee”). The membership of the Coordinating Committee will consist of
executive level representatives from each Party. The Coordinating Committee will develop
recommendations on complementary market design, business practices, system planning
protocols, and other coordination activities that, if adopted by the parties, will improve
reliability, reduce barriers to electricity trading in the region, and fulfill the objectives set forth
below.
1.1 Procedures
The Parties agree to establish business processes and a regular schedule of
meetings for the Coordinating Committee. The Parties agree to negotiate in good faith to develop
a Joint Operating Agreement as well as revisions to their respective NERC reliability plans that,
if successfully negotiated, will contractually bind them to protocols, processes, mechanisms, or
other agreements developed under this Agreement. Each Party is obligated to seek approval
using its respective processes including stakeholder, Board of Directors, and regulatory reviews
and/or approvals.
1.2 Cooperation with Other Regions
a. The Parties anticipate that other parties performing reliability and commercial
functions may wish to join the Coordinating Committee and any that wish to participate shall
execute an agreement substantially similar to this Agreement.
b. The Parties recognize existing agreements between them and among other
Control Areas. The Parties will work with other interested parties included but not limited to
control areas and interested market participants on issues of general regional concern.
c. The Parties do not intend to preclude the formation of cooperative
relationships and agreements with other parties performing reliability and commercial functions
outside this Agreement.
1.3 Cooperation based on Standards
The Parties agree to coordinate the implementation of changes in their procedures,
processes, systems, etc. required by standards developed by NERC or business practices and
communication protocols developed by NAESB.
2. Continue Existing Cooperation

2
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The Parties agree to continue to expand existing cooperative efforts as set forth
below. The Parties will present a draft Joint Operating Agreement detailing these efforts through
their respective approval processes on or before January 30, 2004.
2.1 Coordinate Transaction Procedures
The Parties shall:
a. Develop a process whereby schedules for interchange transactions between
the Parties are electronically coordinated and implemented.
b. Continue the on-going efforts at developing “one-stop shopping” scheduling
mechanisms and augment those efforts as necessary to ensure the objective is met. (“one-stop
shopping” is defined as the ability of market participants to interface with the parties as if they
were one)
2.2 Calculate, Coordinate and Publish Transfer Capabilities
The Parties shall:
a. Establish procedures to ensure that Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC) and
Available Transfer Capability (ATC) in all time frames are calculated consistently, coordinated
on a multi-system basis and published to all market participants;
b. Continue coordination with the NERC initiatives to address loop flows;
c. Respect the limitations of the transmission system and presently provided
service on each other’s facilities when scheduling or approving transmission reservations; and
d. Explore the possibility of sharing contract tie capacity available within each
Party’s transmission facilities with each other.
2.3 Operating Reserves
The Parties shall:
a. Discuss arrangements for sharing operating reserves between Control Areas
within their areas, including the capability for delivery; and
b. Develop consistent treatment of Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM) and
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) in respect to their use for reserve sharing.
2.4 Coordination of Maintenance
The Parties shall:
a.
Enhance present notification and coordination of maintenance outages of
generation and transmission lines that impact the transfer capability between and within the
Parties’ areas. Outage notification occurs at present with the inclusion of transmission and
3

Draft December 17, 2003

generation outages as required in the NERC SDX data. The Parties shall increase the
coordination function beyond simple notification of certain outages to minimize adverse impacts
to reliability and generation adequacy and/or market participant costs.
2.5 Planning Cooperation
The Parties shall:
a. Conduct joint system impact studies and facilities studies for those projects
that have inter-Party effects;
b. Exchange RTO future Regional Expansion Plan information.
c. Seek to ensure that beneficial transmission projects are considered
appropriately from the broader regional perspective, including, but not limited to, relieving
“bottled generation” restrictions and prioritizing transmission constraints in need of resolution.
d. Consider issuing joint, region-wide, planning assessments.
2.6 Congestion Management
The Parties shall:
a.
Continue to use the NERC TLR processes for Congestion Management
but will work together, along with NERC, to develop a more effective, more granular approach
that will also allow market mechanisms to effectively and efficiently meet congestion relief
responsibilities.
2.7 Operational Model Maintenance
The Parties shall:
a. Develop a procedure to coordinate operational model data updates within and
between their footprints.
b. Exchange network model and real time operational data on critical facilities.
2.8 Reliability Procedures
The Parties shall:
a. Develop procedures to coordinate emergency and restoration procedures;
b. Explore common procedures for prevention of system collapse and instability:
and
c. Arrange to conduct joint emergency training exercises.
2.9 Transmission Market Monitoring Functions
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The Parties shall:
a.
Enhance consultation and collaboration between any transmission market
monitoring units of each Party.

3. Short-Term Energy Market Development Initiatives
The Parties will present a set of joint recommendations and milestones for achieving the
Short-Term Energy Market Development Initiatives set forth in this section and any associated
draft revisions to the Joint Operating Agreement for action through their respective approval
processes on or before April 30, 2004.
3.1 Enhancements to Existing Market Features
The Parties shall consider mutually beneficial enhancements to:
a. Review the proposed MISO/PJM congestion management whitepaper and
determine if there are any changes required. This would be used as the basis for coordination of
Congestion Management when either Party is operating a market and intended to replace the
TLR process within and between footprints;
b. Establish market-based mechanisms that facilitate market participation by a
broad range of generation and demand response resources and promote the dispatch flexibility of
such resources;
c. Solve commitment anomalies for energy limited resources;
d. Expand the coordinated notification of maintenance outages of generation and
transmission lines that impact cross-boundary flows in order to secure market sufficiency in
addition to securing reliability sufficiency; and
e. Develop transaction Ramp Management techniques to facilitate cross-boundary
trading and reduce transaction curtailments.
f. Develop a process and agreement on implementation of a mechanism for
handling of inadvertent energy at the Parties’ interfaces.

3.2 Adequacy Assurance
The Parties shall consider mutually beneficial enhancements to:
a.
Ensure that adequate resources remain available to meet customer demand
in all timeframes in a manner that is compatible with procedures that are employed in adjoining
jurisdictions.

5

Draft December 17, 2003

3.3 Market Monitoring Functions
The Parties shall consider mutually beneficial market enhancements to:
a.
Enhance consultation and collaboration between the market monitoring
units of each Party and between the independent market advisors of each Party.
4. Medium-Term Market Development Initiatives
The Parties will present a set of joint recommendations on the feasibility of and
milestones for achieving the Medium-Term Market Development Initiatives set forth in this
section and any associated draft revisions to the Joint Operating Agreement for action through
their respective approval processes on or before October 1, 2004.
4.1 Export Charges
Parties will develop ways of charging for transmission service that crosses the
boundaries between RTOs that fairly compensates the provider(s) of transmission service while
avoiding undue economic impacts on competition and/or economic dispatch of generating
resources.
4.2 Coordinate System Planning
System planning coordination and identify opportunities for further integration of
system planning.
4.3 Institute Shared Market Monitoring Activity
Utilize a common set of rules and sanctions for each Party’s market monitor
function (even if different jurisdictions enforce sanctions).
4.4 Shared Transaction Scheduling
Expand scheduling capabilities to ensure customers wishing to transmit energy
anywhere between, through or out of the multiple systems can avail themselves of “one-stopshopping” for all necessary arrangements.
5. Long-Term Market Development Initiatives
The Parties will present a set of joint recommendations and milestones for evaluating the
feasibility of pursuing the Long-Term Market Development Initiatives set forth in this section
and any associated draft revisions to the Joint Operating Agreement for action through their
respective approval processes on or before April 1, 2005.
5.1 Strengthen Market Harmonization
Discuss the cost/benefit of adopting a common market structure to provide nondiscriminatory, open access transmission and a seamless market across the facilities of the
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Parties and their neighboring jurisdictions. This structure is to contain provisions that are
common or compatible with respect to the following matters:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Market information technical standards
Information confidentiality practices
Publishing market information
Service tariff designs
Market design and rules
Business practices
Standards of conduct
Market-based congestion management system
Energy, ancillary services, transmission rights and resource adequacy markets

6. Miscellaneous
6.1 Term and Termination
This Agreement comes into effect on the date of execution of the Agreement.
Any Party may terminate their participation in this Agreement upon sixty (60) days notice to
each of the other Parties.
6.2 Notices
Any notice under this Agreement shall be given in writing and delivered by
overnight courier to the following addresses:
If to SPP:
Nick Brown
President and CEO
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
415 North McKinley, Suite 800
Little Rock, AR 72205

If to MISO:
William Phillips
Vice President, Operations
Midwest ISO,
701 City Center Drive
Carmel, IN 46032
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6.3 Relationship of Parties
The Parties are not forming a partnership or other legal entity and no Party is
authorized by this Agreement to act as agent for any other Party. Each Party shall be responsible
for its own expenses incurred in connection with this Agreement, including, but not limited to,
the costs of travel to meetings, administrative costs and legal or other consulting fees.
6.4 No Third Party Beneficiaries
There are no third party beneficiaries to this Agreement.
6.5 Successors
This Agreement may not be assigned.
6.6 Intellectual Property
a.
All Intellectual Property (as defined below), and modifications to,
andenhancements of, and derivatives of such Intellectual Property (i) owned by a Party on or
before the effective date of this Agreement; or (ii) developed by a Party after the effective
date of this Agreement, shall remain the sole property of such Party, and no right, title or
interest to such Intellectual Property shall be granted to any other Party.
b. Except as expressly set forth in a subsequent binding agreement, no Party shall
use, convey or disclose the Intellectual Property of another Party without the express written
consent of such other Party and nothing herein shall be construed to be a license or other
transfer by a Party of any Intellectual Property or interests therein to another Party.
c. For purposes of this Agreement:
(i) “Intellectual Property” means all patent rights (including patent applications,
disclosures and Inventions (as defined below), rights of priority, mask work rights,
copyrights, moral rights, trade secrets, know-how and any other intellectual property
rights recognized in any country or jurisdiction of the world including trademarks,
trade names, logos, service marks, and other designations of source; and
(ii) “Inventions” means any idea, design, concept, technique, method, discovery or
improvement conceived of and actually or constructively can be reduced to practice
for which a patent application is or may be filed in the United States or in any
foreign country, or for which a patent has issued in the United States or in any
foreign country.
6.7 Confidentiality
8
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The Parties may exchange Information that could, if disclosed, create unacceptable
threats to system security, or lead to the disclosure of other information deemed confidential
by the respective Parties.
a. As a condition to being furnished with the Information, each party agrees that it
will not use any of the Information except to further the stated purpose of negotiating a Joint
Operating Agreement as stated herein. The undersigned also agree that they will not
disclose any of the Information to anyone other than their employees, officers, directors,
attorneys and consultants who are involved in evaluating the proposed Joint Operating
Agreement. Each Party will cause all persons to whom it discloses any of the Information to
abide by the terms of this Agreement.
b. The limitations on use and disclosure contained in the foregoing paragraph will
not apply to any Information (i) which at the time of disclosure is generally available to the
public, or (ii) which thereafter becomes generally available to the public other than through
a breach of an obligation of confidentiality, or (iii) which was available on a
non-confidential basis prior to its disclosure in connection with this transaction, provided
that in any such case the disclosing party first advises the others of the Information which it
believes is not subject to the limitations of the foregoing paragraph and the reason why those
limitations do not apply.
c. If the Parties decide that they have no further interest in completing this
transaction, or if one Party so requests of another, the Parties agree to promptly return all
written Information to the Party from which it was obtained, and will not retain any copies,
extracts or other reproductions, in whole or in part, of any Information. Further, the Parties
agree to destroy all documents, memoranda, notes and other writings whatsoever (based on
any of the Information) which was prepared by one of the undersigned, or by any person to
whom it disclosed any of the Information. Such destruction shall be certified in writing by
an authorized officer supervising such destruction.
7. Counterparts; Facsimile Signatures.
This MOU may be executed in one or more counterparts by the Parties hereto, each of
which when so executed shall be an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and
the same instrument. Facsimile counterpart signatures shall be acceptable and binding.
[Signatures appear on the following SIGNATURE PAGE]
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
SIGNATURE PAGE
In witness whereof, effective as of the date first written above, the undersigned have duly
executed this Memorandum of Understanding.
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC.
______________________________
By: Nick Brown
Title: President and CEO
Address:
415 North McKinley, Suite 800
Little Rock, AR 72205
Facsimile:
501-664-1809

Midwest ISO
______________________________
By: William Phillips
Title: Vice President, Operations
Address:
701 City Center Drive
Carmel, Indiana 46032
Facsimile:
317-249-5703
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Joint Operating Agreement
Between the
Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.
And
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
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Joint Operating Agreement
Between the
Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.
And
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ARTICLE I
RECITALS
This Joint Operating Agreement (“Agreement”) dated this ____ day of December,
2003, by and between Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) an Arkansas not-for-profit
corporation having a place of business at 415 North McKinley, #800 Plaza West, Little
Rock, AR 72205, and the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.
(“MIDWEST ISO”), a Delaware non-stock corporation having a place of business at 701
City Center Drive, Carmel, Indiana 46032. SPP and MIDWEST ISO may be individually
referred to herein as a “Party” or collectively as “Parties”.
WHEREAS, SPP is a North American Electric Reliability Council (“NERC”)
Regional Reliability Organization and an independent provider of reliability coordination,
tariff administration, and scheduling services to its customers and interconnected member
electric systems in the Southwest part of the United States;
WHEREAS, SPP has filed a petition with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) for recognition as a regional transmission organization (“RTO”),
and is developing processes and systems to operate energy imbalance, congestion
management, and other ancillary service markets in a phased approach;
WHEREAS, the MIDWEST ISO is the RTO that provides operating and
reliability functions in portions of the Midwest and Canada. The MIDWEST ISO also
administers the MIDWEST ISO Tariff for transmission and other services on its grid, and
is developing processes and systems to operate markets to facilitate day-ahead and
real-time energy transactions and financially firm transmission rights;
WHEREAS, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has ordered each RTO
to develop mechanisms to address inter-regional coordination;
WHEREAS, on ____, 2003, the Parties entered into the System Operation,
Planning and Market Development Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), which
provides for the establishment of a Seams Agreement Coordinating Committee to
develop recommendations on coordination activities that will improve reliability and
reduce barriers to electricity trading within the regions and to negotiate a Joint Operating
Agreement that will contractually bind the Parties to these coordination activities;
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WHEREAS, in accordance with good utility practice and in accordance with the
directives of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the Parties seek to establish
exchanges of information and establish or confirm other arrangements and protocols in
furtherance of the reliability of their systems and efficient market operations, and to give
effect to other matters required by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission;
NOW, THEREFORE, for the consideration stated herein, and for other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt of which hereby is acknowledged, Parties hereby
agree as follows:
ARTICLE II
ABBREVIATIONS, ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS
Section 2.1

Abbreviations and Acronyms.

2.1.1 “ATC/AFC” shall mean Available Transfer Capability/Available Flowgate
Capability, as those terms are used in the electric utility industry and as AFC is
further defined in Section 5.1.7.
2.1.2

“CBM” shall mean Capacity Benefit Margin.

2.1.3

“CIM” shall mean Common Information Model.

2.1.5 “EMS” shall mean the Energy Management Systems utilized by Parties to
manage the flow of energy within their regions.
2.1.6 “FERC” shall mean the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or any
successor agency thereto.
2.1.7 “FTP” shall mean the standardized file transfer protocol for data
exchange.
2.1.8

“FTR” shall mean financial transmission rights.

2.1.9

“GCA” shall mean the Generation Control Area.

2.1.10 “ICCP/ISN” shall mean those common communication protocols adopted
to standardize information exchange.
2.1.11 “IDC” shall mean the NERC Interchange Distribution Calculator used for
tracking reliability data.
2.1.12 “IDCWG” shall mean the NERC Working Group established to provide
advice on the IDC.
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2.1.13 “IPSAC” shall mean Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory
Committee.
2.1.14 “JPC” shall mean joint Planning Committee.
2.1.15 “LCA” shall mean the Load Control Area.
2.1.16 “MMWG” shall mean the NERC working group that is charged with
multi-regional modeling.
2.1.17 “MW” shall mean megawatt of energy.
2.1.18 “MWh” shall mean megawatt of energy per hour.
2.1.19 “NERC” shall mean the North American Electricity Reliability Council or
its successor organization.
2.1.20 “NNL” shall mean Network and Native Load calculation.
2.1.21 “OASIS” shall mean the Open Access Same-Time Information System
required by FERC for the posting of market and transmission data on the Internet.
2.1.22 “OATI” shall mean the entity that has been retained by NERC, or
successor organization, to maintain the IDC system.
2.1.23 “PMAX” shall mean the maximum generator real power output reported
in MWs on a seasonal basis.
2.1.24 “PMIN” shall mean the minimum generator real power output reported in
MWs on a seasonal basis.
2.1.25 “QMAX” shall mean the maximum generator reactive power output
reported in MVARs at full real power output of the unit.
2.1.26 “QMIN” shall mean the minimum generator reactive power output
reported in MVARs at full real power output of the unit.
2.1.27 “RTO” shall mean Regional Transmission Organization.
2.1.28 “SDX System” shall mean the system used by NERC to exchange system
data.
2.1.29 “TLR” shall mean the NERC Transmission Loading Relief Procedures
used in the Eastern Interconnection as specified in NERC Operating Policies.
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2.1.30 “TRM” shall mean the Transmission Reliability Margin, which is that
amount of transmission transfer capability necessary to ensure that the
interconnected transmission network is secure under a reasonable range of
uncertainties in system conditions.
2.1.31 “TTC” shall mean Total Transfer Capability.
Section 2.2

Definitions.

2.2.1 “a & b multipliers” shall mean the multipliers that are applied to TRM in
the planning horizon and in the operating horizon to determine non-firm
AFC/ATC. The “a” multiplier is applied to TRM in the planning horizon to
determine non-firm AFC/ATC. The “b” multiplier is applied to TRM in the
operating horizon to determine non-firm AFC/ATC. The “a & b” multipliers can
vary between 0 and 1, inclusive. They are determined by individual transmission
providers based on network reliability concerns.
2.2.2

“Agreement” shall have the meaning stated in the preamble.

2.2.3 “Available Flowgate Rating” shall have the meaning stated in
Section 5.1.8.
2.2.4

“Confidential Information” shall have the meaning stated in Section 18.1.

2.2.5 “Control Area(s)” shall mean an electric power system or combination of
electric power systems to which a common automatic generation control scheme
is applied.
2.2.6 “Coordinated Flowgates” shall mean flowgates that are associated with a
Party’s operational sphere of influence.
2.2.7 “Coordinated Operations” means all activities that will be undertaken by
the Parties pursuant to this Agreement.
2.2.8

“Coordinated System Plan” shall have the meaning stated in Section 9.3.2.

2.2.9 “Economic Dispatch” shall mean the sending of dispatch instructions to
generation units to minimize the cost of reliably meeting load demands.
2.2.10 “Effective Date” shall have the meaning stated in Section 12.1.
2.2.11 “Foreign Flowgates” shall mean flowgates that are outside of the Parties’
regions.
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2.2.12 “Intellectual Property” shall mean (i) ideas, designs, concepts, techniques,
inventions, discoveries, or improvements, regardless of patentability, but
including without limitation patents, patent applications, mask works, trade
secrets, and know-how; (ii) works of authorship, regardless of copyright ability,
including without limitation copyrights and any moral rights recognized by law;
and (iii) any other similar rights, in each case on a worldwide basis.
2.2.13 “Interconnected Reliability Limit” (“IRL”) shall mean the value (such as
MW, Mvar, Amperes, Frequency, or Volts) derived from, or a subset of, the
System Operating Limits, which if exceeded, could expose a widespread area of
the bulk electrical system to instability, uncontrolled separation(s) or cascading
outages, either under existing system conditions or following a contingency.
2.2.17 “Locational Marginal Price” (“LMP”) shall mean the market clearing
price for energy at a given location in a Party’s region.
2.2.18 “LMP Contingency Processor” shall mean that computer model referred to
in Section 11.2.1.
2.2.19 “Market Flows” shall mean those flows through a flowgate that are
dependent upon market conditions.
2.2.20 “MIDWEST ISO” has the meaning stated in the preamble of this
Agreement.
2.2.21 “Network Upgrades” shall mean those facilities located beyond the point
of interconnection of the generating facility to the transmission grid.
2.2.22 “Notice” shall have the meaning stated in Section 18.10.
2.2.23 “Outages” shall mean the planned unavailability of transmission and/or
generation facilities operated by Parties, as described in Article VII of this
Agreement.
2.2.24 “Party” or “Parties” refers to each party to this Agreement or both, as
applicable.
2.2.25 “SPP” has the meaning stated in the preamble of this Agreement.
2.2.26 “Priority level of service” shall refer to the appropriate level of service
established by NERC in its protocols.
2.2.27 “Reciprocated Coordinated Flowgates” (“RCFs”) shall mean Coordinated
Flowgates that are used by a Reciprocating Entity.
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2.2.28 “Reciprocating Entity” shall mean a Party that coordinates the
forward-looking management of flowgate capacity.
2.2.29 “Reciprocating Entities Base Usage” shall mean the long-term firm and
network service usage of RCFs.
2.2.30 “Reliability Coordinator” (“RC”) shall mean that party approved by
NERC to be responsible for reliability for a region.
2.2.31 “SCADA Data” shall mean the electric system security data that is used to
monitor the electrical state of facilities, as specified in NERC Policy 4.
2.2.32 “State Estimator” shall mean that computer model that computes the state
(voltage magnitudes and angles) of the transmission system using the network
model and real-time measurements. Line flows, transformer flows, and injections
at the buses are calculated from the known state and the transmission line
parameters. The state estimator has the capability to detect and identify bad
measurements.
2.2.33 “System Operating Limit” (“SOL”) shall mean the value (such as MW,
MVar, Amperes, Frequency, or Volts) that satisfies the most limiting of the
prescribed operating criteria for a specified system configuration to ensure
operation within acceptable reliability criteria.
2.2.34 “Unit Dispatch Systems” (“UDS”) shall mean those dispatch systems
utilized by the Parties to dispatch generation units by calculating the most
economic solution while simultaneously ensuring that each of the boundary
constraints is resolved reliably.
Section 2.3

Rules of Construction.

Section 2.3.1 No Interpretation Against Drafter. In addition to their roles as
reliability coordinators, and the functions and responsibilities associated therewith, the
Parties agree that each Party participated in the drafting of this Agreement and was
represented therein by competent legal counsel. No rule of construction or interpretation
against the drafter shall be applied to the construction or in the interpretation of this
Agreement.
Section 2.3.2 Incorporation of Preamble and Recitals. The Preamble and
Recitals of this Agreement are hereby incorporated into the terms and conditions of this
Agreement and made a part thereof.
Section 2.3.3 Meanings of Certain Common Words. The word “including”
shall be understood to mean “including, but not limited to.” The word “Section” refers to
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the applicable section of this Agreement and, unless otherwise stated, includes all
subsections thereof. The word “Article” refers to articles of this Agreement.
Section 2.3.4 Certain Headings. Certain sections of Articles IV and V contain
descriptions of the purpose or requirements stated in those sections. These statements of
purpose are to provide background information to assist in the interpretation of the
requirements. The absence of a stated purpose with respect to any requirement does not
diminish the enforceability of the requirement. If a provision in Articles IV and V is not
delineated as “purpose,” “background,” or “definition,” it is a requirement.
ARTICLE III
OVERVIEW OF COORDINATION AND INFORMATION EXCHANGE
Section 3.1 Ongoing Review and Revisions. The Parties have agreed to the
coordination and exchange of data and information under this Agreement to ensure
system reliability and efficient market operations as systems exist and are contemplated
as of the Effective Date. The Parties expect that these systems and technology applicable
to these systems and to the collection and exchange of data will change from time to time
throughout the term of this Agreement. The Parties agree that the objectives of this
Agreement can be fulfilled efficiently and economically only if the Parties, from time to
time, review and as appropriate revise the requirements stated herein in response to such
changes, including deleting, adding, or revising requirements and protocols. Each Party
will negotiate in good faith in response to such revisions the other Party may propose
from time to time.
Section 3.2 Definitions of Phases and Applicable Time Periods. The Parties’
coordination and exchange of data and information shall occur in three (3) phases. Phase
1, “Non-Market to Non-Market”, shall commence upon execution of this Agreement.
Phase 2, “Market to Non-Market,” shall commence upon the initiation of an LMP-based
market within SPP or MIDWEST ISO where such a market did not exist prior to the
Effective Date and ending when both SPP and MIDWEST ISO have initiated LMP-based
markets. Phase 3, “Market to Market,” shall commence when both SPP and MIDWEST
ISO have implemented LMP-based markets and such commencement shall be with
respect only to Control Areas included in those LMP-based markets. Each phase
includes continuation of all elements of prior phases except any elements that, due to
initiation of a later phase, are determined by both Parties to be impracticable to perform.
Section 3.3

Elements of Phase 1 and Phase 2.

Section 3.3.1 Phase 1. Upon the commencement of Phase 1, Non-Market to
Non-Market, the Parties shall commence performance of each of the following elements:
(1)
(2)

Exchange of data and information between the Parties as described
in Articles III and IV;
Calculation of ATC/AFC as described in Article V;
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(4) Coordination of Outages as described in Article VII;
(5) Joint operation of emergency procedures as described in
Article VIII;
(6) Coordinated regional transmission expansion planning as described
in Article IX;
(7) Coordinated scheduling checkouts as described in Article X;

(14) Additions to, or deletions from, the foregoing, to which the Parties
may agree from time to time or as ordered by the FERC.
Section 3.3.2 Phase 2. Phase 2, Market to Non-Market, consists of the
continuation of all Phase 1 elements (except those that have been completed or due to
other circumstances cannot be continued) and, in addition, may consist of the following
elements:
(1)

Reciprocal coordination of flowgates as described in Article VI;

Section 3.3.3 Phase 3. Phase 3, Market to Market, consists of the continuation
of all Phase 1 and Phase 2 elements (except those that have been completed or due to
other circumstances cannot be continued) and, in addition, may consist of the following
elements:
(1)
(2)
(3)

Generation redispatch and coordination, as described in Articles VIII
and XI (pursuant to NERC Policies 5 and 9);
Consistency in calculating LMP on coordinated flowgates as
described in Section 11.2.1; and
Additions to, or deletions from Items 1 through14 of Section 3.3.1
and Items 1 and 2 of Section 3.3.2, to which the Parties may agree
from time to time, including agreements prior to initiation of Phase 2
and in accordance with Section 3.1, or as ordered by the FERC.

Section 3.4 Compliance with NERC Policies. Each Party shall abide by NERC
Policy Nos. 5 and 9 in its generation redispatch and coordination as well as joint
reliability coordination as such policies may be revised or restated from time to time.
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ARTICLE IV
EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AND DATA
Section 4.1

Phase 1, Non-Market to Non-Market - Exchange of Operating Data.

Purpose: Sharing data is necessary to facilitate effective coordination of operations and
to maintain regional system reliability while assuring the maximum commercial
flexibility for market participants.
Requirements: During Phase 1, Market to Non-Market, the Parties will exchange the
following types of data and information on a continuous, real-time basis:
(1) Real-Time and Projected Operating Data;
(2) SCADA Data;
(3) EMS Models;
(4) Operations Planning Data; and
(5) Planning Information and Models.
Each Party shall provide the data identified in items (1) through (5) above to the
other Party with respect to all transmission systems over which it has functional control
on the Effective Date and for all entities that join its markets during the term of this
Agreement, whether or not such an entity is contemplated as of the Effective Date.
To ensure the accuracy of all such data, each Party will designate to the other
Party’s respective Vice President of Operations a contact to be available twenty-four (24)
hours each day, seven (7) days per week, and an alternate contact to act in the absence or
unavailability of the primary contact, to respond to any inquiries. With respect to each
contact and alternate, each Party shall provide the name, telephone number, e-mail
address, and fax number. Each Party may change a designee from time to time by notice
to the other Party’s Vice President of Operations.
The Parties agree to exchange data in a timely manner consistent with existing
defined formats or such other formats to which the Parties may agree. If any required
data exchange format has not been agreed upon as of the Effective Date, or if a Party
determines that an agreed format should be revised, a Party shall give Notice of the need
for an agreed format or revision and the Parties will jointly seek to complete development
of the format within thirty (30) days of such Notice.
Section 4.1.1 Real-Time and Projected Operating Data.
Requirements: The Parties will exchange two categories of operating data: real-time
information and projected information, as follows.
(a)

The real–time operating information consists of:
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(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(b)

Generation status of the units in each Party’s [tariff or
reliability coordination] footprint;
Transmission line status;
Real-time loads;
Scheduled use of reservations;
Real-time constraints.

Projected operating information consists of:
(i)
(ii)

Unit commitment/merit order;
Generating unit and transmission facilities maintenance
schedules;
(iv) Firm purchase and sales; and
(v) IPP information including current operating level, projected
operating levels, outage start and end dates.

The Parties agree that various components of the data exchanged under
this Section is Confidential Information and that:
•

The Party receiving the Confidential Information shall treat the
information in the same confidential manner as its governing
documents require it treat the confidential information of its own
members and market participants.

•

The receiving Party shall not release the producing Party’s
Confidential Information until expiration of the time period controlling
the producing Party’s disclosure of the same information, as such
period is described in the producing Party’s governing documents
from time to time. As of the Effective Date, this period is six (6)
months with respect to bid or pricing data and seven (7) calendar days
for transmission data after the event ends.

•

All other prerequisites applicable to the producing Party’s release of
such confidential information have been satisfied as determined by the
producing Party.

Section 4.1.2 Exchange of SCADA Data.
Background: NERC Policy 4, Appendix 4B, “Electric System Security Data,”
describes the types of data that Control Areas are expected to provide, and Reliability
Coordinators are expected to share with each other as explained in Policy 4B, “Reliability
Coordination – Operational Security Information.”
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Requirements:
•
•
•

The Parties shall exchange requested SCADA Data via ICCP or ISN.
Each Party shall accommodate, as soon as practical, the other Party’s requests
for additional ICCP/ISN bulk transmission data points, but in any event no
more than one (1) week after the request has been submitted.
The Parties will comply with all governing confidentiality agreements
executed by the Parties relating to ICCP/ISN data.

Section 4.1.3 Models.
Purpose: EMS models contain detailed representations of the transmission and
generation configurations within each RTO and neighboring RTOs. The Parties depend
upon EMS models for reliability coordination and market operations. The regular
exchange of models is to ensure that each Party is using current and up-to-date
representations of the other Party
Requirements: The Parties will exchange their detailed EMS models once a year
in common information model (“CIM”) format, but shall provide each other with
monthly updates of the CIM files as new data becomes available. This yearly exchange
will include the ICCP/ISN mapping files, identification of individual bus loads, seasonal
equipment ratings and one-line drawing that will be used to expedite the model
conversion process. The Parties will also exchange monthly updates that represent the
incremental changes that have occurred to the EMS model since the last monthly update.
Section 4.1.4 Operations Planning Data.
Purpose: Operations planning data is basic information needed to coordinate
planning and operations between the Parties.
Requirements: Upon the written request of a Party, the other Party shall provide
the information specified in Sections 4.1.4.1 through 4.1.4.13 inclusive, or any
components thereof. Each request shall specify the information sought and the frequency
upon which it shall be provided, and, with respect to Sections 4.1.4.6, 4.1.4.7, and
4.1.4.8, the reason why provision of the information is necessary to achieve the
objectives of this Agreement. A Party receiving a request under this Section shall
provide the information promptly to the extent the information is available to the Party.
Operations planning data is not generally considered confidential but to the extent any of
this data overlaps previously defined operating data in Section 4.1.2, it is considered
confidential.
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Section 4.1.4.1 - Flowgates:
(i)

Flowgate definitions including seasonal TTC, TRM, CBM, a
& b multipliers;
(ii) Flowgates to be added on demand;
(iii) List of coordinated flowgates;
(iv) List of flowgates to recognize when selling point-to-point
service (if different than list of coordinated flowgates); and
(v) Requirements under Section 5.1.7.
Section 4.1.4.2 - Transmission Service Reservations:
(i)

Daily list of all transmission service requests, hourly
increment of new requests and status changes on existing
requests;
(ii) List of reservations to exclude; and
(iii) Requirements under Sections 5.1.4 and 5.1.5.
Section 4.1.4.3 – AFC Data:
Each Party will meet a minimum periodicity for calculating and posting
AFCs. The minimum periodicity depends on the service being offered.
The following AFC data will be provided:
(i)

Hourly for first seven (7) days posted at a minimum, once per
hour;
(ii) Daily for days eight (8) through thirty-one (31) posted at a
minimum, once per day; and
(iii) Monthly for months two (2) through sixteen (16) posted at a
minimum, twice per month.
Section 4.1.4.4 - Load Forecast:
(i)

Hourly for next seven (7) days, daily for days eight (8)
through thirty-one (31), and monthly for months two (2)
through thirty-six (36) submitted once a day;
(ii) Indicate whether this is a company forecast or a Control Area
forecast;
(iii) Indicate whether this includes transmission system losses,
and if it does, indicate what the percent losses are;
(iv) Identify non-conforming loads;
(iv) Indicate how municipal entities, cooperatives and other entity
loads are treated. Indicate whether they are included in the
forecast. If so, indicate the total load or net load after
removing other entity generation; and
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(v)

Requirements under Section 5.1.6.

Section 4.1.4.5 - Generator Data:
(i) Unit owner, bus location in model;
(ii) Seasonal ratings, PMIN, PMAX, QMIN, QMAX;
(iii) Station auxiliaries to extent gross generation has been
reported;
(iv) Regulated bus, target voltage and actual voltage;
(v) Planned maintenance; and
(vi) Real-time output (MW & MVAR) with net generation after
being reduced for station auxiliaries preferred.
Section 4.1.4.7 – Jointly-Owned Units:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Ownership shares;
Treatment as pseudo tie or dynamic/static schedules;
Rules for sharing output between joint owners; and
Transmission arrangements between joint owners.

Section 4.1.4.8 - Pumped Storage Units:
(i)

Hourly unit’s commitment for next 7 days indicating unit
output in generation mode and unit input in pumping mode;
(ii) Ownership shares for each mode (if jointly owned unit);
(iii) Restricted usage times in each mode and time lapse to switch
between pumping mode and generation mode; and
(iv) Indicate whether unit input during pumping mode has been
included in Control Area hourly load forecast.
Section 4.1.4.9 - Intermittent Generation:
(i)
(ii)
(iv)
(v)

Accredited capacity;
Hourly unit commitment for next 7 days;
Planned maintenance;
Whether aggregated generation or generation by piece of
equipment; and
(vi) Whether all output is tagged.
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Section 4.1.4.10 - Control Area Net Interchange from Reservations
and Tags:
(i)
(ii)

Any grandfathered agreements that do not appear in OASIS;
and
If tags and reservations can no longer be used to develop
Control Area or zone net interchange, hourly unit
commitment information will be needed for all generators in
the Control Area/zone.

Section 4.1.4.12 - List of Controllable Devices:
(i) Phase shifters;
(ii) DC lines; and
(iii) Back-to-back AC/DC converters.
Section 4.1.4.13 - Generation and Transmission Outages:
(i)

Generation outages that are planned or forecast, as soon as
practicable after they are identified, including all data
specified in Section 5.1.1;
(ii) Transmission outages that are planned or forecast, as soon as
practicable after they are identified, including all data
specified in Section 5.1.3; and
(iii) Prompt notification of all forced outages of both generation
and transmission resources.
Section 4.2 Phases 2 and 3, Market to Non-Market and Market to Market Exchange of Operating Data.
Requirements: Prior to the initiation of Phases 2 and 3, Market to Non-Market and
Market to Market, the Parties shall confer regarding the need to exchange any
information other than that identified for exchange in Phase 1 in Section 4.1, and shall
make agreements for exchange of such information during Phases 2 and 3 as is necessary
to achieve the objectives of this Agreement.
The Parties shall exchange such information as the Market Monitors of SPP and
MIDWEST ISO may request in order to facilitate monitoring of markets in accordance
with the Parties’ respective FERC-approved market monitoring plans.
Section 4.3

Cost of Data and Information Exchange.

Requirements: Each Party shall bear its own cost of providing information to the other
Party pursuant to Sections 4.1 and 4.2.
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ARTICLE V
ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS
Section 5.1

ATC/AFC Protocols - Phase 1, Non-Market to Non-Market.

Purpose: The calculation of Total Transfer Capability (“TTC”) and Available Transfer
Capability (“ATC”) is a forecast of transmission capacity that may be available for use by
transmission customers. Use of transmission capacity in one system can impact the
loadings, voltages and stability of neighboring systems. Because of this interrelationship,
neighboring entities must exchange pertinent data for each entity to determine the TTC
and ATC/AFC values for its own transmission system. The exchange of data related to
calculation of TTC and ATC is necessary to assure reliable coordination, and also to
permit either Party to determine if, due to lack of transmission capacity, it must refuse a
transmission reservation in order to avoid potential overloading of facilities.
As of the Effective Date, the Parties use the NERC SDX System to exchange the
status of generators rated greater than 150 MW, outages of all interconnections and other
transmission facilities operated at greater than 230 kV, and peak load forecasts. This
system has the capability to house daily data for the next seven (7) days, weekly data for
the next month, and monthly data for the next year. Continued use of this tool, and
associated commitments under this Agreement, will assure the Parties’ ability to make
reliable calculations efficiently.
Section 5.1.1 Generation Outage Schedules.
Requirements: Each Party shall provide the other with projected status of generation
availability over the next twelve (12) months, or more often if information becomes
available. The Parties will update this data no less than once daily for the full posting
horizon and more often as required by system conditions. The data will include complete
generation maintenance schedules and the most current available generator availability
data, such that each Party is aware of each “return date” of a generator from a scheduled
or forced outage. If the status of a particular generator of less than 150 MW is used
within a Party’s TTC/ATC/AFC calculation, the status of this unit shall also be supplied.
Section 5.1.2 Generation Dispatch Order.
Purpose: Dispatch information combined with unit availability information permits each
Party to develop a reasonably accurate dispatch for any modeled condition. This
methodology is more advantageous than scaling all available generation to meet
generation commitments within an area and then increasing all generation uniformly to
model an export, or uniformly decreasing all generation to model an import. While
excluding nuclear generation or hydro units from this scaling would provide some level
of refinement, this approach is inadequate to identify transmission constraints and
determine rational TTC/ATC/AFC values. On the other extreme, although economic
data could be shared to allow an economic dispatch to be determined for each level of
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generation commitment, this level of refinement is generally unnecessary, and the data is
likely to be considered confidential by the generation owners, and therefore unavailable.
The exchange of typical generation dispatch order or generation participation factors of
all units on a control area basis and other data under this Agreement will permit each
Party to appropriately model future transmission system conditions.
Requirements: As necessary to permit a Party to develop a reasonably accurate dispatch
for any modeled condition, each Party will provide the other Party with a typical
generation dispatch order or the generation participation factors of all units on an affected
control area basis. The generation dispatch order will be updated as required by changes
in the status of the unit; however, a new generation dispatch order need not be provided
more often than prior to each peak load season.
Section 5.1.3 Transmission Outage Schedules.
Requirements: Each Party will provide the other Party with the projected status of
transmission outage schedules above 230 kv over the next twelve (12) months or more if
available. This data shall be updated no less than once daily for the full posting horizon
and more often as required by system conditions. The data will include current, accurate
and complete transmission facility maintenance schedules, including the “outage date”
and “return date” of a transmission facility from a scheduled or forced outage. If the
status of a particular transmission facility operating at voltages less than 230 kV is critical
to the determination of TTC and ATC/AFC of a Party, the status of this facility will also
be provided.
Section 5.1.4 Transmission Interchange Schedules and Reservations
Schedules.
Purpose: Because interchange schedules impact the short-term use of the transmission
system, exchange of schedule data is necessary to determine the remaining capacity of
the transmission system as well as to determine the net impact of loop flow.
Requirements: Each Party will make available to the other its interchange schedules, as
required to permit accurate calculation of TTC and ATC/AFC values. Due to the high
volume of this data, the Parties shall either post this data to a FTP site for downloading
by the other Party as required by its own process and schedules, or shall request NERC to
modify the IDC to allow for selected interrogation by the Parties
Section 5.1.5 Transmission Service Requests.
Purpose: Beyond the operating horizon, the impacts of existing transmission service
requests are also necessary for the calculation of TTC and ATC/AFC for future time
periods. Inasmuch as a transmission reservation is a right to use and not an obligation to
use the transmission system, there is no certainty that any particular reservation will
result in a corresponding interchange schedule. This is especially true considering that

- 16 -

DRAFT – FOR CIRCULATION TO MISO JANUARY 8, 2004 VERSION WITH
COMMENTS FROM SPP STAFF

the pro forma tariff allows firm service on a given path to be redirected as non-firm
service on any other path. In addition, the ultimate transmission customer may not have,
at a given time, purchased all transmission reservations on a particular source-to-sink
path. A further complication is that the duration or firmness of the one portion of the
reservation may not be the same as the remaining portion. Since the portions of a source
to sink reservation may not be able to be associated prior to scheduling, double counting
in the ATC/AFC determination process is a possibility. It is acknowledged that
reservations respecting one Party are not required to be incorporated into transmission
models developed by the other Party.
Requirements:
•
•

•

Each Party will make available to the other Party, on an FTP site, actual
transmission service request information for integration into each Party’s
TTC/ATC/AFC determination process.
Each Party will develop practices for modeling transmission service requests,
including external requests, and netting practices for any allowance of
counterflows created by reservations in electrically opposite directions. Each
Party will provide the other Party with the procedures developed and
implemented to model intra-RTO requests, requests on external parties, and
reservation netting.
Each Party shall also create and maintain a list of reservations from its OASIS
that should not be considered in ATC/AFC calculations. Reasons for these
exceptions include, for example, grandfathered agreements that grant access to
more transmission than is necessary for the related generation capacity and
unmatched intra-RTO partial path reservations. If a Party does not include it in its
own evaluation, it should be excluded in other Parties’ analysis.
Section 5.1.6 Load Data.

Requirements: The Parties will exchange peak load data for each period (e.g., daily,
weekly, and monthly). Since, by definition, peak load values may only apply to one (1)
hour of the period, additional assumptions must be made with respect to load level when
not at peak load conditions. For the next seven (7) day horizon, the Parties shall either
supply hourly load forecasts or they shall supply daily peak load forecasts with a load
profile. All load forecasts will be provided on a Control Area basis by Company area,
including total distribution forecast by zones
Section 5.1.7 Calculated Firm and Non-firm Available Flowgate Capability.
Definitions: The Available Flowgate Capability (“AFC”) is the applicable rating of the
flowgate less the projected loading across the particular flowgate less Transmission
Reliability Margin and Capacity Benefits Margin. The Firm AFC is calculated with only
the appropriate firm transmission service reservations (or interchange schedules) in the
model, including recognition of all roll-over transmission service rights. Non-firm AFC
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is determined with appropriate firm and non-firm reservations (or interchange schedules)
modeled.
Purpose: Data exchange is required to determine if a transmission service reservation
(or interchange schedule) will impact flowgates to an extent greater than the (firm or
non-firm) AFC and procedures are necessary to assure that each Party respects the other
Party’s flowgates.
Requirements:
•
•
•

The Parties will exchange Firm and Non-firm AFC for all relevant flowgates.
Each Party will accept or reject transmission service requests based upon
projected loadings on their own flowgates as well as the loadings on Foreign
Flowgates.
Each Party will limit approvals of transmission service reservations, including
roll-over transmission service, so as to not exceed the sum of the thermal
capabilities of the tie lines that interconnect the Parties.
Section 5.1.8 Available Flowgate Rating.

Definition: The Available Flowgate Rating is the maximum amount of power that can
flow across that interface without overloading (either on an actual or contingency basis)
any element of the flowgate. The flowgate rating is in units of megawatts. If the
flowgate is voltage or stability limited, a megawatt proxy is determined to ensure
adequate voltages and stability condition.
Requirements: The Parties will exchange (seasonal, normal and emergency) Available
Flowgate Ratings as well as all limiting conditions (thermal, voltage, or stability). The
Parties will update this information in a timely manner as required by changes on the
transmission system.
Section 5.1.9 Identification of Flowgates.
Requirements: Each Party shall consider in its TTC and ATC/AFC determination
process all flowgates that may initiate a TLR event and are significantly impacted by
transmission service administered by the Party. The Parties shall use the response factor
cut-off that the owning/operating Party uses for its flowgate in its AFC determination
efforts.
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Section 5.1.10 Configuration/Facility Changes (for power system model
updates).
Requirements:
•

•

A mechanism will be instituted between the Parties to ensure that all
significant system changes of a neighbor are incorporated in each Party’s
TTC/ATC/AFC calculation model, within sixty (60) days after the Effective
Date of this Agreement. Although this information and a host of very detailed
data are included in the MMWG cases, this data exchange mechanism will
address the ‘major’ changes that should be included in the TTC/ATC/AFC
calculation models in a more timely manner. This type of data change will be
similar to the ‘New Facilities’ Listings usually included in inter-regional
reports; however, explicit modeling information will need to be supplied
along with the listing. This data exchange will occur no less often than prior
to each peak load season.
In addition, the Parties agree to exchange TTC/ATC/AFC calculation models
of their transmission systems as soon as mechanisms can be established to
facilitate this exchange.

Section 5.2 ATC/AFC Protocols – Phases 2 and 3, Market to Non-Market and
Market to Market. The Parties will address any appropriate revisions to the
requirements set forth in Section 5.1.1 through Section 5.1.11 that may arise in the
implementation of Phases 2 and 3.
ARTICLE VI
RECIPROCAL COORDINATION OF FLOWGATES
[THIS SECTION TO BE DETERMINED LATER]
ARTICLE VII
COORDINATION OF OUTAGES
Section 7.1 Coordinating Outages Operating Protocols. The Parties will jointly
develop protocols for coordinating transmission and generation outages to ensure
reliability and to promote optimally efficient market operations. The Parties agree to the
following with respect to transmission and generation outage coordination.
Section 7.1.1 Exchange of Transmission and Generation Outage Schedule
Data. Upon a Party’s request, the projected status of generation and transmission
availability will be communicated between the Parties, subject to data confidentiality
agreements. All available information regardless of scheduled date will be shared. The
Parties shall exchange the most current information on proposed outages and provide a
timely response on anticipated impacts of proposed outages.
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The Parties agree that this information will be shared promptly upon its
availability, but no less than daily and more often as required by system conditions. The
Parties shall jointly develop a common format for the exchange of this information. The
information shall include the owning Party’s facility name; proposed outage start date
and time; proposed facility return date and time; date and time when a response is needed
from the impacted Party to modify the proposed schedule; and any other information that
may be relevant to the reliability assessment.
Each Party will also provide information independently on approved and
anticipated outages formatted as required for the NERC SDX System.
Section 7.1.2 Evaluation and Coordination of Transmission and Generation
Outages. The Parties will analyze planned critical facility maintenance to determine its
effects on the reliability of the transmission system. Each Party’s outage analysis will
consider the impact of its critical outages on the other Party’s system reliability, in
addition to its own.
On a daily basis, the operations planning staff of each Party shall jointly discuss
any outages to identify potential impacts. These discussions should include an indication
of either concurrence with the outage or identify significant impact due to the outage as
scheduled. Neither Party has the authority to cancel the other Party’s outage (except
transmission facilities interconnecting the two Parties’ transmission systems). However,
the Parties will work together to resolve any identified outage conflicts. Consideration
will be given to outage submittal times and outage criticality when addressing outage
conflicts. If outage analysis indicates unacceptable system conditions, the Parties will
work with one another and the facility owner(s), as necessary, to provide remedial steps
to be taken in advance of proposed maintenance. If an operating procedure cannot be
developed and a change to the proposed schedule is necessary based on significant
impact, the Parties shall discuss the facts involved and make every effort to act on behalf
of the other Party to effect the requested schedule change. If this change cannot be
accommodated, the Party with the outage shall notify the impacted Party. A request to
adjust a proposed outage date must include, identification of the facility(s) overloaded,
and identify a similar time frame of more appropriate dates/times for the outage.
The Parties will notify each other of emergency maintenance and forced outages
as soon as possible after these conditions are known. The Parties will evaluate the impact
of emergency and forced outages on the Parties’ systems and work with one another to
develop remedial steps as necessary.
Outage schedule changes, both before or after the work has started, may require
additional review. Each Party will consider the impact of these changes on the other
Party’s system reliability, in addition to its own. The Parties will contact each other as
soon as possible if these changes result in unacceptable system conditions and will work
with one another to develop remedial steps as necessary.
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ARTICLE VIII
JOINT OPERATION OF EMERGENCY PROCEDURES
Section 8.1 Emergency Operating Procedures. Joint emergency procedures are
essential due to the highly dependent nature of facilities under different authorities. The
Parties are committed to reliable operation of the transmission system under normal
conditions, and will work closely together during emergency situations that place the
stability of the transmission system in jeopardy.
In the event either Party declares a system emergency with respect to its system,
the Parties will coordinate respective actions to provide immediate relief. The Parties
will notify each other of emergency maintenance and forced outages as soon as possible
after the conditions are known. The Parties will evaluate the impact of emergency and
forced outages on the Parties’ systems and work with one another to develop remedial
steps as necessary.
In the interest of maintaining system stability and providing prompt response to
problems that may arise, the Parties agree that in situations where there is an actual
Interconnected Reliability Limit (“IRL”) violation and/or the system is on the verge of
imminent collapse, and when there is already an existing Emergency Procedure or
Operating Guide, both Parties and the affected operating entity can communicate and
coordinate simultaneously via conference calls. Subsequent to such anomalous
operations, the requesting Party will file a lessons learned report for the Parties and
operating entities. This lesson learned report may assist in improving operations so that
future operations will be more proactive; thereby, avoiding such abnormal
communications/procedures.
The Parties will work together and with the Control Areas under their purview to
jointly develop and commit to additional emergency procedures as the need for such
procedures arises.
TLR Level 6 may be implemented when, in the judgment of either Party, the
system is in an emergency condition that is characterized by the potential, either
imminently or for the next contingency, for system instability or cascading, or for
equipment loading or voltages significantly beyond applicable operating limits, such that
stability of the system cannot be assured, or to prevent a condition or situation that in the
judgment of a Party is imminently likely to endanger life or property. In the event that
either it becomes necessary for either Party to issue a TLR Level 6 for an area that is in
close electrical proximity to both of the Parties’ areas, both Parties will either issue a
TLR Level 6 or redispatch without declaring a TLR, and take action(s) in kind to address
the situation that prompted the TLR. These actions may include:
•

Curtailment of equivalent amounts of firm point-to-point transactions within
both Parties
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•

Redispatching of generation within both Parties

•

Load shedding within both Parties

In situations where an actual IRL violation exists and the transmission system is
currently, or for the next contingency would be, on the verge of imminent collapse, and
there is not an existing Emergency Procedure or Operating Guide, the Parties will receive
and carry out the instruction of the affected Party or communicate the instruction to the
affected entity within their own boundary or utilize conference call capabilities to allow
simultaneous coordination/communication between the Parties and the affected entity.
No delay shall take place during the event, except in instances where the
requested action will result in a more serious condition on the transmission system, or
instances where in the judgment of either Party the requested action is imminently likely
to endanger life or property will the affected Party’s instructions be delayed. Financial
considerations shall have no bearing on actions taken to prevent the collapse of the
transmission system. All occurrences of this kind may be reviewed by either or both
Parties after the fact.
In a situation where a System Operating Limit (“SOL”) violation exists within the
regions of the Parties, or for the next contingency would exist, the Parties will work
together as necessary, following good utility practices, and take action in kind as required
to address the situation.
As the Reliability Coordinator for each respective region, each Party has the
responsibility and authority to coordinate with the other Party and direct emergency
action on the part of generation or transmission to protect the reliability of the network
and shall do so if required to resolve emergency conditions in the other Party’s region.
Section 8.1.1 Power System Restoration. Effective restoration procedures
require coordination and communication at all levels of the Parties’ organizations and
their membership. During power system restoration, the Parties will coordinate their
actions with each other, as well as with other RTOs in order to restore the transmission
system as safely and efficiently as possible. In order to enhance restoration operations
between the Parties, both Parties will conduct annual coordinated restoration drills.
These drills will stress cooperation and communication so that both Parties are positioned
to better assist the other in a real restoration
Section 8.1.2 Joint Voltage Stability Operating Protocol. Voltage stability or
collapse problems have the potential to cause cascading outages and therefore must be
closely coordinated to maintain reliable operations. The Parties were formed to have a
regional perspective that looks beyond the boundary of a single control area. As such,
the Parties will coordinate operations in accordance with good utility practice in order to
maintain stable voltage profiles throughout the respective Party’s zones of operations.
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Section 8.2 Compensation for Compliance with Emergency Procedures. Each
Party is to bear its own costs of compliance with emergency energy procedures, except as
the applicable Tariff may otherwise require. If a Party is required to purchase emergency
energy in order to address the flow of the other Party, then the other Party shall be
required to provide compensation.
ARTICLE IX
COORDINATED REGIONAL TRANSMISSION EXPANSION PLANNING
Section 9.1

Administration; Committees.

Section 9.1.1 Joint RTO Planning Committee. The Seams Agreement
Coordinating Committee (“SACC”) shall form, as a subcommittee, a Joint Planning
Committee (“JPC”), comprised of representatives of the Parties’ respective staffs in
numbers and functions to be identified from time to time. Each Party shall have the right,
every other year, to designate a Chairman of the JPC to serve a one-year calendar term,
except that the term of the first Chairman shall commence on the Effective Date and end
December 31, 2004. The SACC shall designate the first Chairman. The Chairman shall
be responsible for the scheduling of meetings, the preparation of agendas for meetings,
and the production of minutes of meetings. The JPC shall coordinate the coordinated
system planning under this Agreement, including the following:
•

Prepare and document detailed procedures for the development of power
system analysis models. At a minimum, and unless otherwise agreed, the JPC
shall develop common power system analysis models to perform coordinated
systems planning, as well as models for power flow analyses, short circuit
analyses, and stability analyses. For studies of interconnections in close
electrical proximity at the boundaries between the systems of the parties, the
JPC will direct the performance of a detailed review of the appropriateness of
applicable power system models.

•

Prepare, on a regular basis, a Coordinated Systems Plan as required under
Section 9.3.5.

•

Coordinate all planning activities under this Article IX, including the
exchange of data provided under this Article.

•

Maintain an Internet site and e-mail or other electronic lists for the
communication of information related to the coordinated planning process.

•

Meet at least a semi-annually to review and coordinate transmission planning
activities.

•

Support the review by any federal or provincial agency of elements of the
Coordinated System Plan.
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•

Support the review by multi-state entities to facilitate the addition of interstate transmission facilities.

•

Establish working groups as necessary to provide adequate review and
development of the regional plans.

•

Establish a schedule for the rotation of responsibility for data management,
coordination of stakeholder meetings, coordination of analysis activities,
report preparation, and other activities.

•

Oversee an annual meeting of the Parties’ system operations, market
operations, and system planning personnel (such personnel as the Parties may
designate for the meeting), to review the issues impacting the coordination of
these functions as they impact long range planning and the coordination of
planning between the systems.

Section 9.1.2 Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee. The
Parties shall form an Inter-regional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee
(“IPSAC”). The IPSAC shall facilitate stakeholder review and input into coordinated
system planning for the development of the Coordinated System Plan. IPSAC members
shall be the members of the MIDWEST ISO Planning Advisory Committee and the SPP
Operations Policy Committee. Other stakeholders shall be permitted to become
members, including stakeholders created by change of geographic scope. The IPSAC
will meet no less frequently than prior to the start of each cycle of the coordinated
planning process, during the development of the Coordinated System Plan, and upon
completion of the Plan to review final results.
Section 9.2 Data and Information Exchange. In support of coordinated system
planning , each Party shall provide the other with the following data and information.
Unless otherwise indicated, such data and information shall be provided annually.
•

Data required for the development of load flow cases, short-circuit cases, and
stability cases, including ten year load forecasts, including all critical assumptions
that are used in the development of these cases.

•

Fully detailed planning models (up to the next ten (10) years) on an annual basis
and monthly updates that reflect system enhancement changes or other changes,
as they occur.

•

The regional plan document produced by the Party, any long-term or short-term
reliability assessment documents produced by the Party, and any operating
assessment reports produced by the Party.

•

The status of expansion studies, system impact studies and generation
interconnection studies, such that each Party has knowledge that a commitment
has been made to a system enhancement as a result of any such studies.
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•

Transmission system maps for the Party’s bulk transmission system and lower
voltage transmission system maps that are relevant to the coordination of planning
between the two systems.

•

Contingency lists for use in load flow and stability analyses, including lists of all
single contingency events and multiple facility tower line contingencies, as well
as breaker diagrams for the portions of the Party’s transmission system that are
relevant to the coordination of planning between the two systems.

•

The timing of each planned enhancement, including estimated completion dates
and project mobilization schedules, and indications of the likelihood a system
enhancement will be completed and whether the system enhancement should be
included in system expansion studies, system impact studies and generation
interconnection studies, and all related applications for regulatory approval and
the status thereof. This information shall be provided annually and from time to
time upon changes in status.

•

Monthly identification of interconnection requests that have been received and
any long-term firm transmission services that have been approved that may
impact the operation of a Party’s system in a manner that affects the other Party’s
system.

•

Quarterly, the status of all interconnection requests that have been identified.

•

Information regarding long-term firm transmission services on all interfaces
relevant to the coordination of planning between the systems.

•

Such other data and information as is needed for each Party to plan its own
system accurately and reliably and to assess the impact of conditions existing on
the system of the other Party.

•

Load flow and short-circuit data initially will be exchanged in PSS/E format. To
the extent practical the maintenance and exchange of power system modeling data
will be implemented through databases. When feasible, transmission maps and
breaker diagrams will be provided in an electronic format agreed upon by the
Parties. Formats for the exchange of other data will be agreed upon by the Parties
from time to time.

Section 9.3 Coordinated System Planning. The primary purpose of coordinated
transmission planning is to ensure that coordinated analyses are performed to identify
expansions or enhancements to transmission system capability needed to maintain
reliability, improve operational performance, or enhance the competitiveness of
electricity markets.
Section 9.3.1 Single Party Planning. Each Party shall engage in such
transmission planning activities, including expansion plans, system impact studies, and
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generator interconnection studies, as are necessary to fulfill its obligations under its
agreements and open access transmission tariff. Such planning shall conform to
applicable reliability requirements of NERC, applicable regional reliability councils, or
any successor organizations, and all applicable requirements of federal, state, or
provincial laws or regulatory authorities. Each Party agrees to prepare a regional
transmission planning report that documents the procedures, methodologies, and business
rules that are utilized in preparing and completing this transmission planning report.
Section 9.3.2 Coordinated System Plan. The Parties will coordinate any
studies required to assure the reliable, efficient, and effective operation of the
transmission system. Results of such coordinated studies will be included in the
Coordinated System Plan. The Coordinated System Plan shall have as input the results of
ongoing analyses of requests for interconnection and ongoing analyses of requests for
long-term firm transmission service. The Parties shall coordinate in the analyses of these
ongoing service requests in accordance with Sections 9.3.3 and 9.3.4. The Coordinated
System Plan shall be an integral part of the expansion plans of each Party. Construction
of upgrades that are identified as necessary in the Coordinated System Plan shall be under
the terms of the Transmission Owner Agreements of the Parties, applicable to the
construction of upgrades identified in the expansion planning process.
Section 9.3.3 Analysis of Interconnection Requests. In accordance with the
procedures under which the Parties provide interconnection service, each Party will
coordinate with the other the conduct of any studies required in determining the impact of
a request for generator or merchant transmission interconnection. Results of such
coordinated studies will be included in the impacts reported to the interconnection
customers as appropriate. Coordination of studies and upgrades will include the
following:
•

Upon the posting to the OASIS of a request for interconnection, the Party
receiving the request (“direct connect system”) will determine whether the other
Party is potentially impacted. If the other Party is potentially impacted, the
directly connected system will notify the other Party and convey the information
provided in the posting.

•

If the potentially impacted Party determines that its system may be materially
impacted by the interconnection, that Party will contact the direct connect system
and request participation in the applicable interconnection studies. The Parties
will coordinate with respect to the nature of studies to be performed to test the
impacts of the interconnection on the potentially impacted Party, who will
perform the studies. The Parties will strive to minimize the costs associated with
the coordinated study process.

•

Any coordinated studies will be performed in accordance with the study timeline
requirements of the applicable generation interconnection procedures of the direct
connect system. The potentially impacted Party will comply with this schedule.
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•

The potentially impacted Party may participate in the coordinated study either by
taking responsibility for performance of studies of its system, or by providing
input to the studies to be performed by the direct connect system. The study cost
estimates indicated in the study agreement between the direct connect system and
the interconnection customer will reflect the costs and the associated roles of the
study participants including the potentially impacted Party. The direct connect
system will review the cost estimates submitted by all participants for
reasonableness, based on expected level of participation and responsibilities in the
study.

•

The direct connect system will collect from the interconnection customer the costs
incurred by the potentially impacted Party associated with the performance of
such studies and forward collected amounts to the potentially impacted Party.

•

If the results of the coordinated study indicate that Network Upgrades are required
in accordance with procedures, guidelines, criteria, or standards applicable to the
potentially impacted system, the direct connect system will identify the need for
such network upgrades in the system impact study prepared for the
interconnection customer.

•

In addition, thermal and reactive impacts associated with circulation and other
phenomena that result from interconnection and impact the systems of both
Parties will be evaluated in the evaluation of specific requests associated with
delivery service and in the development of the Coordinated System Plan.

•

Requirements for construction of, and the reimbursement of costs related to, such
Network Upgrades will be under the terms and conditions of the potentially
impacted system and consistent with applicable federal or provincial regulatory
policy.

•

Each Party will maintain a separate interconnection queue. The JPC will maintain
a composite listing of interconnection requests for all interconnection projects that
have been identified as potentially impacting the systems of both Parties. The
JPC will post this listing on the Internet site maintained for the communication of
information related to the coordinated planning process. The Internet site will
contain links to the web sites of each Party where individual interconnection study
results will be maintained.

Section 9.3.4 Analysis of Long Term Firm Transmission Service Requests.
In accordance with applicable procedures under which the Parties provide long-term firm
transmission service, the Parties will coordinate the conduct of any studies required to
determine the impact of a request for such service. Results of such coordinated studies
will be included in the impacts reported to the transmission service customers as
appropriate. Coordination of studies will include the following:
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•

The Parties will coordinate the calculation of ATC values associated with the
service, based on contingencies on the systems of each Party that may be
impacted by the granting of the service.

•

Upon the posting to the OASIS of a request for service, the Party receiving the
request will determine whether the other Party is potentially impacted. If the
other Party is potentially impacted, the Party receiving the request will notify the
other Party and convey the information provided in the posting.

•

If the potentially impacted Party determines that its system may be materially
impacted by the service, that Party will contact the Party receiving the request and
request participation in the applicable transmission service studies. The Parties
will coordinate with respect to the nature of studies to be performed to test the
impacts of the requested service on the potentially impacted Party, who will
perform the studies. The Parties will strive to maximize the cost efficiency of the
coordinated study process. The JPC will develop screening procedures to assist in
the identification of service requests that may impact systems of parties other than
the system receiving the request.

•

Any coordinated studies will be performed in accordance with the study timeline
requirements of the applicable transmission service procedures of the Party
receiving the request. The potentially impacted Party will comply with this
schedule.

•

The potentially impacted system may participate in the coordinated study either
by taking responsibility for performance of studies of their system, or by
providing input to the studies to be performed by the Party receiving the request.
The study cost estimates indicated in the study agreement between the Party
receiving the request and the transmission service customer will reflect the costs
and the associated roles of the study participants. The Party receiving the request
will review the cost estimates submitted by all participants for reasonableness,
based on expected level of participation and responsibilities in the study.

•

The Party receiving the request will collect from the transmission service
customer and forward to the potentially impacted system the costs incurred by the
potentially impacted systems associated with the performance of such studies.

•

If the results of a coordinated study indicate that network upgrades are required in
accordance with procedures, guidelines, criteria, or standards applicable to the
potentially impacted system, the system receiving the request will identify the
need for such network upgrades in the system impact study prepared for the
transmission service customer.
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•

Requirements for the construction of such Network Upgrades will be under the
terms and conditions of the potentially impacted system and consistent with
applicable federal, state, or provincial regulatory policy.

Section 9.3.5 Development of the Coordinated System Plan. Each Party
agrees to assist in the preparation of a Coordinated System Plan applicable to the Parties’
systems. Each Party’s annual transmission planning reports will be incorporated into the
Coordinated System Plan, however, neither Party shall have the right to veto any
planning of the other Party nor shall either Party have the right, under this Article, to
obtain financial compensation due to the impact of another Party’s plans or additions.
The Coordinated System Plan will be finalized only after the IPSAC has had an
opportunity to review it and respond. The Coordinated System Plan shall:
•

Integrate the Parties’ respective transmission expansion plans, including any
market-based additions to system infrastructure (such as generation or merchant
transmission projects) and transmission system upgrades identified jointly by the
Parties, together with alternatives to upgrades that were considered.

•

Set forth actions to resolve any impacts that may result across the seams between
the Parties’ systems due to such system additions or upgrades; and

•

Describe results of the analysis for the combined transmission systems, as well as
the procedures, methodologies, and business rules that were utilized in preparing
and completing the joint transmission analysis.

Coordination of studies required for the development of the Coordinated System Plan
will include the following steps:
•

Every three years, the Parties shall perform a comprehensive, coordinated
regional transmission expansion planning study. Sensitivity analyses will be
performed, as required, during the off years based on a review by the JPC and
IPSAC of discrete reliability problems or operability issues that arise due to
changing system conditions. Ad hoc study groups may be formed as needed to
address localized seams issues identified.

•

Each Party will be responsible for providing the technical support required to
complete the analysis for the study. The responsibility for the coordinated study
and the compilation of the coordinated study report will alternate between the
Parties.

•

The JPC will develop a scope and procedure for the inter-regional planning
assessment. The scope of the study will include evaluations of the transmission
system against the reliability criteria, operational performance criteria, and
economic performance criteria applicable to each Party. Each Party will provide
a baseline model that includes all transmission enhancements included in the
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party’s regional transmission expansion plan, and all of the committed
interconnection projects and any associated transmission upgrades.
•

The Parties will use planning models that are developed in accordance with the
procedures to be established by the JPC. Exchange of power flow models will be
in a format that is acceptable to both Parties and will use a consistent bus
numbering convention and bus naming convention to minimize work that is
needed to merge detailed power flow models.

•

The study will initially evaluate the reliability of the combined transmission
systems. Any upgrades required to resolve criteria violations will be agreed upon
and included in an updated baseline model.

•

The performance of the combined transmission systems will be tested against
agreed upon operational and economic criteria, where applicable, using the
updated baseline model. Upgrades required to resolve operational and/or
economic performance criteria violations will be included in the Coordinated
System Plan.

•

Economic criteria applicable to either Party will be developed and filed by that
Party with input from its stakeholders.

Section 9.4

Allocation of Costs of Upgrades.

Section 9.4.1 Upgrades Associated with Interconnections. Costs associated
with transmission system upgrades that are identified as a result of the across-border
short circuit or stability related impacts of requests for generation interconnection will be
recovered under the terms of the tariff of the impacted Party and consistent with
applicable federal or provincial regulatory policy.
Section 9.4.2 Upgrades Associated with Transmission Service Requests.
Costs associated with transmission system upgrades that are identified as a result of any
across-border reliability related impacts of requests for long-term firm delivery service
requests will be recovered under the terms of the tariff of the impacted Party and
consistent with applicable federal or provincial regulatory policy.
Section 9.4.3 Upgrades Under Coordinated System Plan. Cost responsibility
for the transmission upgrades identified in the Coordinated System Plan to resolve
thermal or reactive system constraints related to reliability criteria or operational or
economic system performance will be assigned to the Parties equitably, based on the
nature of the constraint being resolved. The JPC will develop procedures for evaluating
the relative contribution of the Party’s systems to the constraint and the relative benefits
derived by the parties by the resolution of the constraint. The JPC will propose an
allocation of costs for such transmission system upgrades. The proposed allocation of
costs will be reviewed with the IPSAC and the appropriate multi-state entities.
Stakeholder input will be taken into consideration by the JPC in arriving at a consensus
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allocation of costs. Each Party will recover its allocated share of the cost of such
transmission system upgrades through its own Tariff.
ARTICLE X
JOINT CHECKOUT PROCEDURES
Section 10.1 Scheduling Checkout Protocols.
Section 10.1.1 Scheduling Protocols. The Parties agree that each Party will
leverage technology to perform electronic approvals of schedules and to perform
electronic checkouts, in lieu of telephone calls. The Parties agree to follow the following
scheduling protocols:
Section 10.1.1.1 Each Party, acting as the scheduling agent for their
respective Control Areas, will conduct all checkouts with their first tier Control Areas or
the scheduling agent acting on behalf of those first-tier Control Areas. A first tier Control
Area is any Control Area that is directly connected to any Party’s members’ Control
Area.

Section 10.1.1.2 The Parties will require all schedules, other than reserve
sharing or other emergency events and loss payback schedules, to be tagged via the
NERC tagging standard. For reserve sharing and other emergency schedules that are not
tagged, the Parties will enter manual schedules after the fact into their respective
scheduling systems to facilitate checkout between the Parties.
Section 10.1.1.3 When there is a scheduling conflict, the Parties will
work in unison to modify the schedule as soon as practical. If there is a scheduling
conflict that is identified before the schedule has started, then both Parties will make the
correction in real-time and not wait until the quarter hour. If the schedule has already
started and one Party identifies an error, then the Parties will make the correction at the
earliest quarter hour increment. If a scheduling conflict cannot be resolved between the
Parties (but the source and sink have agreed to a MW value), then the Parties will both
adjust their numbers to that same MW value. If source and sink are unable to agree to a
MW value, then the previously tagged value will stand for both Parties.
Section 10.1.1.4 For Control Areas or associated scheduling agents that
do not use the respective Parties’ electronic scheduling interfaces, the Parties will contact
those entities by telephone to perform checkouts.
Section 10.1.1.5 The Parties will perform the following types of
checkouts:
•

Pre-schedule (Day-Ahead) daily between 1800 and 2200 hours;
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•

•
•

o Intra-hour checkout/schedule confirmation will occur as
required due to intra-hour scheduled changes.
Hourly Before the Fact (Real-Time);
o Hourly before the fact checkout includes the
verification of import and export totals in addition to
net scheduled interchange (“NSI”) for control areas
with that ability. At a future time, the Parties may
checkout individual schedules.
o Hourly checkout is performed starting at the half hour
and ending at the ramp hour.
After the Fact (Day End) daily starting at 0100 hours; and
After the Fact (Monthly) daily on a month to date basis
(usually via email) starting on the first business day of the
following month and ending by the tenth (10th) business day of
that month.

Section 10.1.1.6 The Parties will require that each of these checkouts be
performed with first tier Control Areas. If a checkout discrepancy is discovered, the
Parties will use the NERC tag to find where the discrepancy exists. The Parties will
require any entity that conducts business within its region to checkout with the Parties
using NERC tag numbers; special naming convention used by that entity or other naming
conventions given to schedules by other entities will not be permitted.
ARTICLE XI
ADDITIONAL COORDINATION PROVISIONS
[SECTION 11.1 TBD LATER, OTHER SECTIONS NOT NEEDED]

[SECTION 11.2 TO BE DETERMINED LATER]

ARTICLE XII
EFFECTIVE DATE
Section 12.1 The Parties agree to file this Agreement jointly with FERC on or before
_____ and to cooperate with each other as necessary and appropriate to facilitate such
filing. In that filing, the Parties shall request FERC to approve an effective date of _____
(“Effective Date” is the date specified by the FERC).
ARTICLE XIV
COOPERATION AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES
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Section 14.2 Dispute Resolution Procedures. The Parties shall attempt in good faith
to achieve consensus with respect to all matters arising under this Agreement and to use
reasonable efforts through good faith discussion and negotiation to avoid and resolve
disputes that could delay or impede either Party from receiving the benefits of this
Agreement. These dispute resolution procedures apply to any dispute that arises from
either Party’s performance of, or failure to perform, this Agreement and which the Parties
are unable to resolve prior to invocation of these procedures.
Section 14.2.1 Step One. In the event a dispute arises, a Party shall give written
notice of the dispute to the other Party. Within ten (10) days of such Notice, the SACC
shall meet and the Parties will attempt to resolve the Dispute by reasonable efforts
through good faith discussion and negotiation. Each Party shall also be permitted to
bring no more than two (2) other individuals to Executive Committee meetings as subject
matter experts; however, all representatives must be employees of the Party they
represent. In addition, if the Parties agree that legal representation would be useful in
connection with a meeting, each Party may bring two (2) attorneys (who need not be
employees of the Party they represent). In the event the SACC is unable to resolve
within twenty (20) days of such Notice, either Party shall be entitled to invoke Step 2.
Section 14.2.2 Step Two. A Party may invoke Step 2 by giving Notice thereof
to the SACC. In the event a Party invokes Step 2, the SACC shall, in writing, and no
later than five (5) days after the Notice, refer the dispute in writing to the Parties’
Presidents for consideration. The Parties’ Presidents shall meet in person no later than
fourteen (14) days after such referral and shall make a good faith effort to resolve the
dispute. The Parties shall serve upon each other, written position papers concerning the
dispute, no later than forty-eight (48) hours in advance of such meeting. In the event the
Parties’ Presidents fail to resolve the dispute, either Party shall be entitled to invoke Step
Three.
Section 14.2.3 Step Three. Upon the demand of either Party, the dispute shall
be referred to the FERC’s Office of Dispute Resolution for mediation, and upon a Party’s
determination at any point in the mediation that mediation has failed to resolve the
dispute, either Party may seek formal resolution by initiating a proceeding before the
FERC.
Section 14.2.4 Exceptions. In the event of disputes involving Confidential
Information, infringement or ownership of Intellectual Property or rights pertaining
thereto, or any dispute where a Party seeks temporary or preliminary injunctive relief to
avoid alleged immediate and irreparable harm, the procedures stated in Section 14.2 and
its subparts shall apply but shall not preclude a Party from seeking such temporary or
preliminary injunctive relief, provided, that if a Party seeks such judicial relief but fails to
obtain it, the Party seeking such relief shall pay the reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs
of the other Party incurred with respect to opposing such relief.
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ARTICLE XV
RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES

ARTICLE XVI
ACCOUNTING AND ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF JOINT OPERATIONS
Section 16.1 Revenue Distribution. This Agreement does not modify any prior
agreement with either Party’s Transmission Owners with regard to revenue distribution.
All distribution of revenue received under this agreement shall be distributed by the party
receiving such revenue in accordance with the terms of such party’s prior agreement with
their Transmission Owners.
Section 16.2 Billing and Invoicing Procedures. Each Party shall render invoices to
the other Party for amounts due under this Agreement in accordance with its customary
billing practices and payment shall be due in accordance with the invoicing Party’s
customary payment requirements. All payments shall be made in immediately available
funds payable to the invoicing Party by wire transfer pursuant to instructions set out by
the Parties from time to time. Interest on any amounts not paid when due shall be
calculated in accordance with the methodology specified for interest on refunds in the
Commission’s regulations at 18 C.F.R. § 35.19a(a)(2)(iii).
Section 16.3 Access to Information by the Parties. Each Party grants the other Party,
acting through its officers, employees and agents such access to the books and records of
the other as is necessary to audit and verify the accuracy of charges between the Parties
under this Agreement. Such access shall be at the location of the Party whose books and
records are being reviewed pursuant to this Agreement and shall occur during regular
business hours.
ARTICLE XVII
RETAINED RIGHTS OF PARTIES
Section 17.1 Parties Entitled to Act Separately. This Agreement does not create or
establish, and shall not be construed to create or establish, any partnership or joint
venture between the Parties. This Agreement establishes terms and conditions solely of a
contractual relationship, between two independent entities, to facilitate the achievement
of the joint objectives described in the Agreement. The contractual relationship
established hereunder implies no duties or obligations between the Parties except as
specified expressly herein. All obligations hereunder shall be subject to and performed in
a manner that complies with each Party’s internal requirements; provided, however, this
sentence shall not limit either Party’s payment obligation under Article XVI or indemnity
obligation under Section 18.3.1 or Section 18.3.2, respectively.
Section 17.2 Agreement to Jointly Make Required Tariff Changes to Implement
Agreement. The Parties agree that they shall cooperate in good faith in the filing of any
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Section 205 filings before FERC that may be required to implement the terms of this
Agreement to facilitate the Effective Date. Whenever practicable, the Parties agree that
they shall make simultaneous filings with FERC concerning such Tariff filings.
ARTICLE XVIII
ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS
Section 18.1 Confidentiality.
Section 18.1.1 Meaning. The term “Confidential Information” shall mean: (a)
all information, whether furnished before or after the Effective Date, whether oral,
written or recorded/electronic, and regardless of the manner in which it is furnished, that
is marked “confidential” or “proprietary” or which under all of the circumstances should
be treated as confidential or proprietary; (b) all reports, summaries, compilations,
analyses, notes or other information of a Party hereto which are based on, contain or
reflect any Confidential Information; and (c) any information which, if disclosed by a
transmission function employee of a utility regulated by the FERC to a market function
employee of the same utility system, other than by public posting, would violate the
FERC’s Standards of Conduct set forth in 18 CFR § 37 et seq. and the Parties’ Standards
of Conduct on file with the FERC.
Section 18.1.2 Protection. During the course of the Parties’ performance under
this Agreement, a Party may receive or become exposed to Confidential Information.
Except as set forth herein, the Parties agree to keep in confidence and not to copy,
disclose, or distribute any Confidential Information or any part thereof, without the prior
written permission of the issuing Party. In addition, each Party shall ensure that its
employees, its subcontractors and its subcontractors’ employees and agents to whom
Confidential Information is exposed agree to be bound by the terms and conditions
contained herein. Each Party shall be liable for any breach of this Section by its
employees, its subcontractors and its subcontractors’ employees and agents. This
obligation of confidentiality shall not extend to information that, at no fault of the
recipient Party, is or was (1) in the public domain or generally available or known to the
public; (2) disclosed to a recipient by a third party who had a legal right to do so;
(3) independently developed by a Party or known to such Party prior to its disclosure
hereunder; and (4) which is required to be disclosed by subpoena, law or other directive
or a court, administrative agency or arbitration panel, in which event the recipient hereby
agrees to provide the issuing Party with prompt Notice of such request or requirement in
order to enable the issuing Party to (a) seek an appropriate protective order or other
remedy, (b) consult with the recipient with respect to taking steps to resist or narrow the
scope of such request or legal process, or (c) waive compliance, in whole or in part, with
the terms of this Section. In the event that such protective order or other remedy is not
obtained, or that the issuing Party waives compliance with the provisions hereof, the
recipient hereby agrees to furnish only that portion of the Confidential Information which
the recipient’s counsel advises is legally required and to exercise best efforts to obtain
assurance that confidential treatment will be accorded to such Confidential Information.
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Section 18.2 Protection of Intellectual Property.
Section 18.2.1 Unauthorized Transfer of Third-Party Intellectual Property.
In the performance of this Agreement, no Party shall transfer to the other Party any
Intellectual Property the use of which by the other Party would constitute an infringement
of the rights of any third party. In the event such transfer occurs, whether or not
inadvertent, the transferring Party shall, promptly upon learning of the transfer, provide
Notice to the receiving Party and upon receipt of Notice shall take reasonable steps to
avoid claims and mitigate losses.
Section 18.2.2 Intellectual Property Developed Under this Agreement. In the
event in the course of performing this Agreement the Parties mutually develop any new
Intellectual Property that is reduced to writing, the Parties shall negotiate in good faith
concerning the ownership and licensing thereof.
Section 18.3 Indemnity.
Section 18.3.1 Indemnity of MIDWEST ISO. SPP will defend, indemnify and
hold the MIDWEST ISO harmless from all actual losses, damages, liabilities, claims,
expenses, causes of action, and judgments (collectively “Losses”), brought or obtained by
third parties against the Midwest ISO, only to the extent such Losses arise directly from:
(a)
gross negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of SPP or
any of SPP’s agents or employees, on the performance of this Agreement, except
to the extent the Losses arise from (i) gross negligence, recklessness, willful
misconduct or breach of contract or law by the MIDWEST ISO or any of the
MIDWEST ISO’s agents or employees, or (ii) as a consequence of strict liability
imposed as a matter of law upon the MIDWEST ISO or the MIDWEST ISO’s
agents or employees;
(b)
Any claim that the MIDWEST ISO violated any copyright, patent,
trademark, license, or other intellectual property right of a third party in the
performance of this Agreement;
(c)
Any claim arising from the transfer of Intellectual Property in
violation of Section 18.2.1; and
(d)
Any claim that SPP caused physical personal injury due to gross
negligence, recklessness, or willful conduct of its agents while on the premises of
the MIDWEST ISO.
Section 18.3.2 Indemnity of SPP. The MIDWEST ISO will defend, indemnify
and hold SPP harmless from all actual losses, damages, liabilities, claims, expenses,

- 36 -

DRAFT – FOR CIRCULATION TO MISO JANUARY 8, 2004 VERSION WITH
COMMENTS FROM SPP STAFF

causes of action, and judgments (collectively “Losses”), brought or obtained by third
parties against PJM, only to the extent such Losses arise directly from:
(a)
gross negligence or recklessness, or willful misconduct of
MIDWEST ISO or any of MIDWEST ISO’s agents or employees, in the
performance of the Agreement, except to the extent the Losses arise from (i) gross
negligence, recklessness, willful misconduct or breach of contract or law by SPP
or any of SPP’s agents or employees, or (ii) as a consequence of strict liability
imposed as a matter of law upon SPP or SPP’s agents or employees;
(b)
Any claim that SPP violated any copyright, patent, trademark,
license, or other intellectual property right of a third party in the performance of
this Agreement;
(c)
Any claim arising from the transfer of Intellectual Property in
violation of Section 18.2.1; and
(d)
Any claim that the MIDWEST ISO caused physical personal
injury due to gross negligence, recklessness, or willful conduct of its agents while
on the premises of SPP.
Section 18.3.3 Damages Limitation.
Section 18.3.3.1 Except for amounts agreed to be paid under Article 16
and Section 11.2.16 by one Party to the other under this Agreement, no Party shall be
liable to the other Party, directly or indirectly, for any damages or losses of any kind
sustained due to any failure to perform this Agreement, unless such failure to perform
was malicious or reckless.
Section 18.3.3.2 Except for amounts agreed to be paid by one Party to the
other under this Agreement, any liability of a Party to the other Party hereunder shall be
limited to direct damages as qualified by the following sentence. No lost profits,
damages to compensate for lost goodwill, consequential damages, or punitive damages
shall be sought or awarded.
Section 18.4 Effective Date and Termination Provision. The term of this Agreement
commences upon its acceptance or approval by the FERC. The Agreement shall
terminate and cease to be effective upon FERC acceptance of the mutual agreement by
the Parties to terminate the Agreement or other FERC order terminating the Agreement.
Nothing in this Agreement shall prejudice the right of either Party to seek termination of
this Agreement under Section 206 of the Federal Power Act, or successor section or
statute thereof.
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Section 18.5 Survival Provisions. Upon termination or expiration of this Agreement
for any reason or in accordance with its terms, the following Articles and Sections shall
be deemed to have survived such termination or expiration:
Article II - (Definitions and Rules of Construction)
Article XVI - (Accounting and Allocation of Costs of Joint Operations)
Article XVII- (Retained Rights of the Parties)
Article XVIII- (Additional Provisions), except Section 18.11 (Execution
of Counterparts) and Section 18.12 (Amendments)
Section 18.6 No Third-Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement is intended solely for the
benefit of the Parties and their respective successors and permitted assigns and is not
intended to and shall not confer any rights or benefits on, any third party (other than the
Parties’ successors and permitted assigns).
Section 18.7 Successors and Assigns. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and
be binding upon the Parties and their respective successors and assigns permitted herein,
but shall not be assigned except (a) with the written consent of the non-assigning Party,
which consent may be withheld in such Party’s absolute discretion; and (b) in the case of
a merger, consolidation, sale, or spin-off of substantially all of a Party’s assets. In the
case of any merger, consolidation, reorganization, sale, or spin-off by a Party, the Party
shall assure that the successor or purchaser adopts this Agreement and, the other Party
shall be deemed to have consented to such adoption.
Section 18.8 Force Majeure. No Party shall be in breach of this Agreement to the
extent and during the period such Party's performance is made impracticable by any
unanticipated cause or causes beyond such Party’s control and without such Party’s fault
or negligence, which may include, but are not limited to, any act, omission, or
circumstance occasioned by or in consequence of any act of God, labor disturbance, act
of the public enemy, war, insurrection, riot, fire, storm or flood, explosion, breakage or
accident to machinery or equipment, or curtailment, order, regulation or restriction
imposed by governmental, military or lawfully established civilian authorities. Upon the
occurrence of an event considered by a Party to constitute a force majeure event, such
Party shall use reasonable efforts to endeavor to continue to perform its obligations as far
as reasonably practicable and to remedy the event, provided that this Section shall require
no Party to settle any strike or labor dispute. A Party claiming a force majeure event
shall notify the other Party in writing immediately and in no event later forty-eight (48)
hours after the occurrence of the force majeure event. The foregoing notwithstanding,
the occurrence of a cause under this Section shall not excuse a Party from making any
payment otherwise required under this Agreement.
Section 18.9 Governing Law. This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and
governed by the applicable federal law and the laws of the state of Delaware without
giving effect to its conflict of law principles.

- 38 -

DRAFT – FOR CIRCULATION TO MISO JANUARY 8, 2004 VERSION WITH
COMMENTS FROM SPP STAFF

Section 18.10 Notice. Whether expressly so stated or not, all notices, demands, requests
and other communications required or permitted by or provided for in this Agreement
(“Notice”) shall be given in writing to a Party at the address set forth below, or at such
other address as a Party shall designate for itself in writing in accordance with this
Section, and shall be delivered by hand or reputable overnight courier:
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
415 North McKinley, #800 Plaza West
Little Rock, AR 72205-3020
Attention: General Counsel
Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.
701 City Center Drive
Carmel, Indiana 46032
Attention: General Counsel
Section 18.11 Execution of Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any
number of counterparts, each of which shall be an original but all of which together will
constitute one instrument, binding upon the Parties hereto, notwithstanding that both
Parties may not have executed the same counterpart.
Section 18.12 Amendment. Except as may otherwise be provided herein, neither this
Agreement nor any of the terms hereof may be amended unless such amendment is in
writing and signed by the Parties and such amendment has been accepted by the FERC.

- 39 -

DRAFT – FOR CIRCULATION TO MISO JANUARY 8, 2004 VERSION WITH
COMMENTS FROM SPP STAFF

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed by
their duly authorized representatives.
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.

By: __________________________
Name:
Title:
Date: _________________________

MIDWEST INDEPENDENT TRANSMISSION SYSTEM OPERATOR, INC.

By: __________________________
Name:
Title:
Date:_________________________
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SPP Organizational Groups
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Chair - Al Strecker
Vice Chair - Jim Eckelberger
Secty - Nick Brown
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Chair - Richard Spring
Secty - Nick Brown
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Chair - Harry Skilton
Secty - Tom Dunn
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Chair - Dave Christiano
Secty - Nick Brown
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Chair - Al Strecker
Vice Chair - Jim Eckelberger
Secty - Nick Brown

Operations Policy Committee
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Vice Chair - Robin Kittel
Secty - Carl Monroe

SPP Staff
President - Nick Brown
VP - Carl Monroe/Tom Dunn
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Chair - Richard Ross
Secty - Richard Dillon

Operating Reliability WG
Chair - Scott Moore
Secty - Robert Rhodes
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Chair - Ricky Bittle
Secty - Pat Bourne
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Chair - Ronnie Frizzell
Secty - Alex Lau

Model Development WG
Chair - Brent Wilson
Secty - Harvey Scribner

Critical Infrastructure Protection WG
Chair - Larry Dolci
Secty - Todd Thompson

Operation Model Development WG
Chair - Alan Myers
Secty - Bert Bressers

Operations Data WG
Chair - Mike Sauber
Secty - Scott Aclin
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Chair - Mike McGeeney
Secty - Lanny Nickell

Operator Training WG
Chair - Allen Klassen
Secty - Katie Duncan

Bandwidth WG
Chair - Robert Shields
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System Protection & Control WG
Chair - Maurice Robinson
Secty - John Boshears
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Discounting WG
Chair - TBD
Secty - Pat Bourne
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Bandwidth Working Group
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OG+E Electric Services
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Aquila, Inc.
Engel, Mike
Midwest Energy, Inc.
Freese, Gerald
American Electric Power
Good, Richard
Westar Energy
McClanahan, Robert
City Power & Light (Independence, MO)
Overland, Keith
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
Reynolds, Wayne
City Power & Light (Independence, MO)
Veillon, Michael
Cleco Power, LLC
(O) Diebold, Steve
Kansas City Power & Light Company
(O) Krysa, Mitch
Aquila, Inc.
(O) Worf, Mark
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
(S) Thompson, Todd
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Reed, Dennis
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OG+E Electric Services
City Utilities (Springfield, MO)
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Midwest Energy, Inc.
Aquila, Inc.
Tenaska Power Services Co.
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Empire District Electric Company
Westar Energy
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Facility Connection Task Force
(C) Taylor, Donald D.
Westar Energy
Crissup, Phil
OG+E Electric Services
Sargent, Dave
Southwestern Power Administration
(S) Tynes, Keith

Generation Working Group
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Massey, Steve
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Sheriff, Mike
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Kansas City Power & Light Company
Arkansas Electric Cooperatives Corporation
XCEL – Southwestern Public Service
Westar Energy
Calpine
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
American Electric Power
OGE Energy Corp.

(S) Walkup, Bruce

Page 2 of 8

(L) Liaison
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Market Working Group
(C) Ross, Richard
Anderson, Gene
Base, Doug
Berger, Wes
Crawford, Burton
Mason, Stan
Offield, Tambra
Saitta, Tom
Stanton, James R.
Stephens, John
Stuchlik, Tom
Sugg, Keith
Toole, David
Wylie, Bill

(S) Secretary

(O) Observer

American Electric Power
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Xcel Energy
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Southwestern Power Administration
East Texas Electric Coop., Inc.
Aquila, Inc.
Calpine Energy Services, L.P.
City Utilities (Springfield, MO)
Westar Energy
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Cargill - Alliant, LLC
OG+E Electric Services

(S) Dillon, Richard

Metering Standards and Protocol Task Force
(C) Scott, Clay
OG+E Electric Services
Bailey, Randy
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma-AEP
Base, Doug
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Bernert, David
American Electric Power
Coco, Greg
Cleco Power, LLC
Ernst, Everett
OG+E Electric Services
Fisher, Ralph
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma-AEP
Tervooren, Dwane
American Electric Power
(S) Watson, Eddie

Model Development Working Group
(C) Wilson, Brent
American Electric Power
Sargent, Dave
Southwestern Power Administration
Useldinger, Jim
Kansas City Power & Light Company
(S) Scribner, Harvey
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Operating Reliability Working Group
(C) Moore, Scott
American Electric Power
(VC) Burrows, Gerry W.
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Massey, Steve
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Cleco Power, LLC
Stuchlik, Tom
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Sugg, Keith
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
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Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
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Ellis, Sam
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Massey, Steve
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Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
Cleco Power, LLC
Cleco Power, LLC
Entergy Services, Inc.
Southwest Power Pool
Entergy Services
Cleco Power, LLC
KPL-Westar Energy
OG+E Electric Services
Southwest Power Pool

(S) Brown, Shari
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Operation Model Development Working Group
(C) Myers, Alan
Aquila, Inc.
Durham, Jimmy
American Electric Power
Gilmer, Jim
Xcel Energy
Hargrove, Don
OG+E Electric Services
Jones, Bo
Westar Energy
Sargent, Dave
Southwestern Power Administration
Wyble, Harold
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Williams, Mitch
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Williams, Noman
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
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Operations Data Working Group
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Aquila, Inc.
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Empire District Electric Company
Diebold, Steve
Kansas City Power & Light Company
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American Electric Power
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Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
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(VC) Kittel, Robin
Anderson, Ken
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Coco, Greg
Corneli, Steve
Dowling, Bill
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Price, Dennis
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Ross, Richard
Stanton, James R.
Stuchlik, Tom
Toole, David
Tyler, Richard M.
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Warren, Larry
Yeager, Walter
(S)

OG+E Electric Services
Xcel Energy
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Missouri Public Service–Aquila, Inc.
Edison Mission Marketing & Trading, Inc.
Kansas Electric Power Coop
Coral Power LLC
Board of Public Utilities (Kansas City, KS)
East Texas Electric Coop., Inc.
City of Clarksdale, Mississippi
City Utilities (Springfield, MO)
Cleco Power, LLC
NRG Power Marketing, Inc
Midwest Energy, Inc.
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Tenaska Power Services Co.
Aquila, Inc.
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
City of Lafayette, LA
TXU Energy Trading Co.
City Power & Light (Independence, MO)
Entergy Services, Inc.
American Electric Power
Williams Power Company
Duke Energy Trading & Marketing
Louisiana Energy & Power Authority
Empire District Electric Company
El Paso Merchant Energy, L.P.
Public Service Comm. of Yazoo City, MS
Constellation Power Source
Southwestern Power Administration
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Grand River Dam Authority
American Electric Power
Calpine Energy Services, L.P.
Westar Energy
Cargill - Alliant, LLC
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
Tex-La Coop. of Texas, Inc.
Cinergy Corporation

Carl Monroe
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Operations Training Working Group
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Queuing Improvement Task Force
(C) Helyer, Scott
Tenaska Power Services Co.
Atwood, Jason
Calpine Energy Services, L.P.
Hostetler, Tim
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Westar Energy
Williams, Noman
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
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Kite, Ron
Proctor, Mike
Sherwood, James
Stanton, James R.
Warren, Bary K.
Williams, Mitch

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Westar Energy
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
American Electric Power
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative
Coral Power LLC
East Texas Electric Coop., Inc.
Midwest Energy, Inc.
Tenaska Power Services Co.
Southwestern Public Service Company
OG+E Electric Services
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Missouri Public Service Commission
Southwestern Power Administration
Calpine Energy Services, L.P.
Empire District Electric Company
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative

(S) Bourne, Pat
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Scheduling Task Force
(C) Reed, Dennis
Blanchard, Cindy
Cochran, Bob
Graham, Dean
McAvoy, Jim
(O) Sugg, Barbara

(S) Secretary

(O) Observer

Westar Energy
Cleco Power, LLC
Southwestern Public Service Company
Southwestern Power Administration
OG+E Electric Services
Southwest Power Pool

(S) Brown, Shari
System Protection and Control Working Group
(C) Robinson, S. Maurice
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
Hakim, Mashallah
OG+E Electric Services
Ipock, Fred
City Utilities (Springfield, MO)
Melson, Heidt
Xcel Energy
Roach, Bob
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Schroeder, Lynn
Westar Energy
Sikes, Dean
Cleco Power, LLC
(S) Boshears, John
Transmission Working Group
(C) Frizzell, Ronnie
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
(VC) Williams, Noman
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
(L) Kistner, Jim
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
(L) Mitchell, Chuck
Union Electric Company
(L) Nagle, Makarand
Entergy Services, Inc.
(L) Stepanek, Curtis
Union Electric Company
Conus, Howard
City Utilities (Springfield, MO)
Crissup, Phil
OG+E Electric Services
Cude, Bruce
Xcel Energy
Fulton, John
Xcel Energy
McGarrah, Sam
Empire District Electric Company
McGee, Matt
American Electric Power
Myers, Alan
Aquila, Inc.
Rust, Bill
Duke Energy Trading & Marketing
Sargent, Dave
Southwestern Power Administration
Simms, James
Cleco Power, LLC
Taylor, Donald D.
Westar Energy
Useldinger, Jim
Kansas City Power & Light Company
Williams, Mitch
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Worf, Mark
Sunflower Electric Power Corp.
Wyble, Harold
Kansas City Power & Light Company
(S) Lau, Alex
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Southwest Power Pool
STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE
Report to the Board of Directors
January 27, 2004

Background
At its meeting on January 21, the SPC reviewed and considered the current structure
and composition of organizational groups reporting the Board of Directors. The SPC
discussed the merits of moving toward the committee structure in accordance with the
Bylaws included in SPP’s RTO filing, particularly as it will further engage the
independent directors. The SPC reconvened on January 23 by phone to consider a
recommendation.
It was the consensus of the group that SPP should begin the transition to this new
committee structure. Staff will develop further recommendations regarding committee
composition following discussion with each director. Independent directors will be
compensated for their attendance at these committee meetings in accordance with
SPP’s fee schedule.
Recommendation
The SPC recommends engaging the independent directors in SPP’s committees
consistent with the RTO filing structure and compensating them for such participation in
accordance with the current fee schedule.
Approved:

Strategic Planning Committee

Action Requested: Approval

January 23, 2004

SPP Organizational Chart
post-RTO recognition

Members Committee
14 Members
elected by Membership
7 TOs; 7 non-TOs

Operations Policy Committee
Full representation committee
from Membership

Board of Directors
7 members
(includes President of SPP)

Market Monitor
Fully independent entity
contract for service

Regional State Committee
Full representation committee
from states

Compliance Committee
3 BOD members

Finance Committee
2 BOD members
2 TOs
2 Non-TOs
Human Resources Committee
2 BOD members
2 TOs
2 Non-TOs
Strategic Planning Committee
2 BOD members
President of SPP
4 TOs; 4 non-TOs
Corporate Governance Committee
Chairman of the Board
President of SPP
3 TOs; 3 non-TOs

Highlighted names indicate new members.

pre-RTO

Compliance Working Group
Dave Christiano (C)
Mike McGeeney

Ron Ciesiel (S)

post-RTO
Compliance Committee
(3 BOD members)

Phyllis Bernard
Josh Martin
Quentin Jackson

Ron Ciesiel (S)

Highlighted names indicate new members.

pre-RTO
Employee Benefits Working Group
Jim Eckelberger (C)
Nick Brown
Harry Dawson
Trudy Harper
Quentin Jackson
Richard Spring

Tom Dunn (S)

post-RTO
Human Resources Committee
(2 BOD members; 2 TOs; 2 non-TOs)
BOD
Phyllis Bernard
Quentin Jackson

TOs
Richard Spring

KCPL

Mike Deihl

SPA

Non-TOs
Harry Dawson

OMPA

Trudy Harper

Tenaska

Tom Dunn (S)

Highlighted names indicate new members.

pre-RTO
Finance Working Group
Harry Skilton (C)
Nick Brown
Jim Eckelberger
Trudy Harper

Tom Dunn (S)

post-RTO
Finance Committee
(2 BOD members; 2 TOs; 2 non-TOs)
BOD
Harry Skilton
Bob Schoenberger

TOs
Doug Henry

Westar

Richard Verret

AEP

Non-TOs
Trudy Harper

Tenaska

Gary Voigt

AECC

Tom Dunn (S)

Highlighted names indicate new members.

pre-RTO
Nominating Task Force
Dave Christiano (C)
Michael Deihl
Steve Parr
Al Strecker
Gary Voigt

Nick Brown (S)

post-RTO
Corporate Governance Committee
(Chairman; President; 3 TOs; 3 non-TOs)
BOD
Jim Eckelberger
Nick Brown

TOs
Michael Deihl

SPA

Gary Roulet

WFEC

Al Strecker

OGE

Non-TOs
Dave Christiano

City Utilities (Springfield)

Steve Parr

KEPCO

Jim Stanton

Calpine

Stacy Duckett (S)

Highlighted names indicate new members.

pre-RTO
Strategic Planning Committee
Richard Spring (C)
Ricky Bittle
Nick Brown
Dave Christiano
Michael Desselle
Trudy Harper
Mel Perkins
Jim Stanton
Nick Brown (S)

post-RTO
Strategic Planning Committee
(2 BOD members; President; 4 TOs; 4 non-TOs)
BOD
Nick Brown
Jim Eckelberger
Harry Skilton

TOs
Mike Palmer

Empire District

Richard Spring

KCPL

Al Strecker [M. Perkins]

OGE

Richard Verret [M. Desselle]

AEP

Non-TOs
Gary Voigt [Ricky Bittle]

AECC

Dave Christiano

City Utilities (Springfield)

Steve Parr

KEPCO

Jim Stanton

Calpine

Stacy Duckett (S)

OMPA’s Request to Return AS #
4a to RTWG with direction

A Transmission Dependent Utility

Background
• RTWG 1st passed Large Generator Interconnect
Policy on 6/25/03
–
–
–
–

Included was AS # 4a, imbalance energy
Extension for time, or filing due 1/20/04
E-mail vote requested
OMPA objected, citing several issues

• Vote either passed by one, or failed by one,
depending on how abstentions are counted
– 10 ayes, 4 nays, 2 abstentions
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

2

1

Issues that OMPA has raised:
• Procedure for Board voting on
controversial issues:
– Understanding that notational voting will not
be used in the future if issue is controversial
– With independent Board, this is critical, no
chance to get alternate viewpoints out

• Issues of discrimination and deviations
from Proforma Tariff on Large Generation
Interconnection filing
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

3

Background
• Taken literally, the wording of Schedule 4-a
could subject transmission customers to
pancaking of energy imbalance charges
• Network and Point to Point Transmission Service
customers are assessed energy imbalance charges
under Schedule 4 now
• The way 4 a is worded, we could be assessed
again
– Told this is not the intention, but we have had bad
experiences before on tariff “unintended
consequences”
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

4

2

How is this Discrimination?
• TDU’s (Transmission Dependent Utilities) are
full members of the pool
– We self supply or purchase the following:
• AS #1 (scheduling), Source, Sink (if a different control area)
and SPP
• AS # 2 (Reactive)
• AS # 3 (regulation)
• AS # 5 (operating reserve (spinning))
• AS # 6 (operating reserve (supplemental

– All of these are control area type services, fully costed
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

5

Basic Issue of Discrimination
• As a customer we pay for four capacity services
(CA related) and also pay a punitive charge for
anything other than insignificant imbalance
energy
• Control Area joint owner pays no additional
charge when energy is not delivered from unit
• If the accounting is not done timely (3 days),
OMPA could get charged twice for the same
imbalance, per language included in tariff as filed
• Tremendous competitive disadvantage to TDU’s
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

6

3

1st Example: McClain
• McClain Generating Station
• Jointly owned by NRG and OMPA
– OGE has signed an Asset Purchase agreement
– 77% NRG/OGE, 23% OMPA
– OMPA be under SPP OATT by closing

• Schedule Imbalance is not handled
“comparably”, in spite of OMPA
supply/purchase of control area services
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

7

McClain Example, cont
• 400 MW for NRG/OGE
• 120 MW for OMPA
• When the unit trips:
– OMPA buys 120 MWh of minimum of $100/MWh
energy - $12k for min one hour, approximately $3-4k
is punitive, not cost based
– OGE calls on pool reserves, pays emergency rates,
($70/mwh or less), can cover immediately

1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

8

4

McClain Example, cont
• 400 MW for NRG/OGE
• 120 MW for OMPA
• When the unit fails to make schedule:
– OMPA buys schedule mismatch, up to 120
MW of $100/MWh energy - $12k for one
hour, of which approximately $4 to 6k is
punitive, not cost based (not make change in
hour)
– OGE can ramp another unit, or “lean” on ties
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

9

Wind Farm Example
• OMPA/OG&E Wind Farm
• Jointly owned or controlled by OG&E and
OMPA
• OG&E is a control area
• OMPA is a customer
– Full member of pool
– Self Supplying or purchase all CA services
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

10

5

Wind Farm Example
(Continued)
• 51 MW OGE & 51 MW OMPA, same substation
• When the unit delivers less energy than forecast
– OMPA buys energy @ $100 MWh – as much as $5k
for one hour, of which approximately $2 to $3k is
punitive
– OG&E pays nothing except the marginal energy cost,
and if they are unable to meet their load without
leaning on the grid – they simply replace the energy at
their convenience
– Not academic, if under OATT, OMPA would have
paid nearly $300,000 for energy imbalance in 4th Qtr
2003
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

11

Wind Farm Example
(Continued)
• If the Units over generate, the problem is even
more discriminatory
– The CA buys the energy at it’s decremental rate
– This is often about 10% of the buy rate
– Although apparently corrected, OMPA has been told
by AEP that its decremental rate on a July afternoon
was $9/mwh

• Sell is subjective, but buy is $100/mwh!
– not reciprocal, nor comparable treatment
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

12

6

Differences in SPP LGIA from
the Pro Forma LGIA
• The concept of charging twice for the same
service is not in the Proforma Tariff
• The 3 day requirement that leads to the problem
is also not in the Proforma Tariff
• Finally, why is there any difference between
common owners of a facility requirements?
– Other than one has a control area, and the other is
simply paying for the control area?

1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

13

OMPA Focus
• OMPA is PAYING for the CA services
• OMPA pays a punitive rate for imbalance
energy provided by the very resources for
which it is paying the AS #2,3,5, and 6
charges
• CA pays, at most, the marginal energy cost
for imbalance energy caused by units
jointly owned with OMPA
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

14

7

Comparable Service
• If it were comparable service, energy and
capacity from jointly owned units would be
treated the same for all the owners, not one way
for the CA and another, more punitive way, for
the non-CA owners
• OMPA could be “long”at 3 stations equivalent to
what we are”short” at a 4th, and still suffer a loss
because of the punitive charges
– OGE/AEP, in same plants, not subjected to this
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

15

Network Resource Issues
• Network resources should NOT be charged for
generator imbalance under Schedule 4-A because
imbalance service is already provided under
Schedule 4 (as the load is already under the tariff,
and the tariff is designed to make network
resources comparable to CA resources)
• OMPA does not control the power accounting yet
AS 4A could charge OMPA twice for imbalance
from a network resource serving network load if
the accounting is not complete within 3 days
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

16

8

Requested Action:
• Establish Policy of no notational voting if
issue is controversial, minimum of
conference call with interested parties on
• Return AS 4-A to RTWG with instructions
to modify the language to make clear that
Generator Imbalance Service under 4-A is
not applicable to network resources subject
to AS # 4 Charges
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

17

Recommendations: (Continued)
• That such report be delivered to the SPP
Board, with recommended language, by
the April 27th 2004 Board meeting

1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

18

9

Recommendations: (Continued)
• In addition, we request that the SPP Board
establish a policy that directs all working groups
to eliminate all distinctions between control area
operators and other transmission customers that
are not specifically related to the operational
function or the overall interests of all the
transmission customers as a whole, i.e. eliminate
CA’s as a competitive advantage, offer (as stated
in preamble) “Comparable Service”
1/27/04

Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority

19

10

