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Attachment A 
Tri-State Responses to NPPD Informal Challenges 

July 3, 2018 
 
 
 

1. Schedule 1 Revenue Requirements (Page 2, Schedule 1)  
 
On May 3, 2018, NPPD submitted a question to Tri-State questioning why Schedule 1 ATRR for 
year-ended 12/31/17 has not been reduced by any Schedule 1 Point-to-Point (PTP) revenue 
received by Tri-State during 2017 (Page 2, Schedule 1 Revenue Requirements). In a response 
received May 10, 2018, Tri-State acknowledged that Schedule 1 ATRR has not been reduced 
by any Schedule 1 PTP revenue, which for 2017 was $20,999. By not reducing Schedule 1 
ATRR by any Schedule 1 PTP revenue, Tri-State’s Schedule 1 ATRR is overstated, which 
results in overpayment of said expenses by NPPD and other SPP Zone 17 Transmission 
Customers. NPPD hereby challenges Tri-State’s failure to reduce its Schedule 1 ATRR to reflect 
the credit of PTP revenue. NPPD requests that Tri-State take corrective action to reduce its 
SPP Schedule 1 ATRR by applicable SPP Schedule 1 PTP revenues received. 
 
 
Tri-State Response (July 3, 2018): 
Tri-State confirmed with Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) that Schedule 1 fees should not be 
reduced by Point-to-Point (“PTP”) revenues received during the prior rate year. SPP explained 
that Schedule 1 differs from Schedule 9 because it is a fee assessed for “Scheduling, System 
Control and Dispatch Service” rather than a charge intended to allow a Transmission Owner to 
recover the costs associated with the Transmission Facilities used to provide Network 
Integration Transmission Service (“NITS”). The SPP Tariff explicitly requires that PTP revenues 
received under Schedules 7 and 8 be credited against the Schedule 9 NITS annual 
transmission revenue requirement (“ATRR”) because SPP collects the full ATRR through NITS 
payments and crediting PTP revenues against the recovery of the NITS ATRR ensures there is 
no double recovery of the costs associated with the Transmission Owner’s Transmission 
Facilities. There is no such requirement for crediting Schedule 7 and 8 revenues against 
Schedule 1 because Schedule 1 is a fee assessed “to schedule the movement of power 
through, out of, within or into the SPP Balancing Authority Area” and is not designed to recover 
the cost of using a Transmission Owner’s Transmission Facilities. 
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2. Acct 565 – Transmission of Electricity By Others (Page 17, Worksheet O)  
 
On Lines 2 & 3 of Worksheet O (Acct 565 – Transmission of Electricity by Others) of its Annual 
Update, Tri-State has included payments it has incurred under two Grandfathered Agreements 
(GFA) (#494 & #496) in the collective amount of $1,359,900. NPPD hereby challenges the 
inclusion of these costs by Tri-State in its Annual Update. NPPD’s position is supported by 
language in the SPP Tariff; more specifically, Section II. A. of Attachment L, which states,  
 

Except by mutual agreement of the Parties to Grandfathered Agreements, the 
Transmission Provider shall have no claim to the revenues collected under such 
agreements, and shall not collect or allocate any revenues for transmission service 
related to such transactions. The Transmission Owner providing the transmission 
service under the Grandfathered Agreements, therefore, will continue to receive 
payment directly from the customer under the Grandfathered Agreement.  

 
By placing these GFA costs into its Annual Update for recovery by SPP Zone 17 Transmission 
Customers, Tri-State has effectively required SPP to “collect or allocate revenues for 
transmission service related to such (GFA) transactions”, which is in violation of the SPP Tariff.  
 
Furthermore, it is NPPD’s position that Tri-State has incurred these costs pursuant to 
contractual obligations executed to serve its load, and solely its load (as a load-serving entity). 
Therefore, in addition to NPPD, other SPP Zone 17 Transmission Customers, such as the 
Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska (MEAN), South Sioux City, Northeast Nebraska Power, 
etc., should not have to bear any of the costs incurred by Tri-State which are associated with 
these two GFAs. Nor should SPP be distributing to Tri-State revenue collected from Zone 17 
customers incurred by Tri-State under these two GFAs; The end result of such distribution 
NPPD has reflected the revenue received from these two GFAs (#494 & #496) as a revenue 
credit in Worksheet E of its Annual Update. For this reason, Section II.B.2(e) of Attachment L of 
the SPP Tariff, and not Section II.B.2(b), governs the resolution of this matter, which states:  
 

The treatment described in paragraphs II.B.2(b)-(d) above is premised on the  
assumption that the annual transmission revenue requirement of the Transmission 
Owner that is the seller under a Grandfathered Agreement has not been reduced by the 
amount of the charges associated with the Grandfathered Agreement. In such 
circumstances, the parties to the Grandfathered Agreement will attempt to reach 
agreement on a treatment of the Grandfathered Agreement that results in appropriate 
compensation to the Transmission Owners in the Zone while preventing the imposition 
of excessive costs on others. If the Transmission Owners in the Zone are unable to 
reach agreement, either Transmission Owner may invoke the dispute resolution 
procedures of the Tariff or seek a determination from FERC as to the appropriate 
treatment of the Grandfathered Agreement charges.  

 
As a result, NPPD requests Tri-State eliminate $1,359,900 from its ATRR for costs related to 
GFAs #494 and #496 and included on Workpaper O – Acct 565-Transmission of Electricity by 
Others of its Annual Update.  
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Tri-State Response (July 3, 2018): 
Tri-State properly includes the costs associated with GFAs 494 and 496 in its rates under 
Account 565 - Transmission of Electricity By Others. Under the Commission’s regulations, 
Account 565 “shall include amounts payable to others for the transmission of the utility’s 
electricity over transmission facilities owned by others.” Further, this issue was addressed in the 
Settlement Agreement accepted by the Commission in Docket No. ER16-204 and the inclusion 
of the amounts associated with GFAs 494 and 496 is consistent with provision 3.6 of the 
Settlement Agreement. That provision states: 
 

The Tri-State Template and work papers as shown in Appendix 1 populated with 2014 
historical year data for the 2015 Rate Year have been modified to reflect adjustments 
identified throughout the course of the settlement discussions. 

 
The Template included as Appendix 1 to the Settlement Agreement includes Worksheet O, 
which lists those costs appropriately included in Account 565 at the time of the Settlement 
Agreement. Please see lines 2 and 3 and notes B and C in particular. 
 
Finally, Attachment L is not relevant in this situation. Under GFAs 494 and 496, Tri-State is 
paying for use of the GFA facilities, not receiving revenue under them. As NPPD noted, 
Attachment L provides that “the Transmission Provider shall have no claim to the revenues 
collected under such agreements, and shall not collect or allocate any revenues for 
transmission service related to such transactions.” Here, Tri-State is not collecting revenues 
under the agreements. Therefore, Attachment L does not preclude the inclusion of the costs 
associated with the GFAs in Tri-State’s ATRR. 
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3. Inclusion of Facilities associated with “Off System” Delivery Points  
 
NPPD submitted the following question associated with the Tri-State ATRR submittal.  
 

Transmission O&M Expenses - Tri-State uses the Gross Transmission Plant as an 
allocator for many of the Transmission O&M categories. The Basin Network Integrated 
Transmission Service Agreement (NITSA) identifies in Appendix 3 the Delivery Points 
that are considered OFF System and therefore are not a part of the SPP Transmission 
System. Exhibit TS-7 of the Tri-State FERC filing identifies Qualifying Facilities under 
Attachment AI of the SPP Tariff. The Exhibit TS-7 includes several of the delivery points 
that are listed as OFF System in the Basin NITSA. Were the assets related to OFF 
System delivery points included in the determination of the Gross Plant Allocator to 
determine the ATRR? If so, please justify.  
 
Tri-State’s Response: Included in the gross transmission plant calculation are those 
Tri-State assets that qualify for inclusion in rates under Attachment AI to the SPP Tariff 
on Exhibit TS-07. FERC reviewed and approved the inclusion of these facilities as part 
of the Partial Settlement Agreement in Docket No. ER16-204. A decision by Basin 
Electric and SPP to list these delivery points as “OFF System” delivery points in the 
Basin Electric NITSA does not affect their qualification under Attachment AI for inclusion 
in Tri-State’s rates and so does not preclude Tri-State from including the costs 
associated with those facilities in its ATRR.  
Change to 2018 Annual Update Calculation resulting from this request #2: None.  
 

SPP defines its Transmission System as “The facilities used by the Transmission Provider to 
provide transmission service under Part II, Part III and Part IV of the Tariff.” Additionally, SPP’s 
Tariff states in Attachment AI-Transmission Definition-II. Criteria for Inclusion of Transmission 
Facilities that, “A Transmission Facility is a facility that is included as part of the Transmission 
System.”  
 
It has been documented and accepted by FERC in the Basin NITSA that these delivery points 
are “Off System” delivery points. SPP has confirmed that the term “Off System” is synonymous 
with Load Not Physically Connected to the Transmission System and served under section 31.4 
of the Tariff. SPP has confirmed that these delivery points are not considered a part of the SPP 
Transmission System and does not offer service from these delivery points. Therefore, in 
accordance with Attachment AI these delivery points should not be considered Transmission 
Facility and should not be included in the Gross Transmission Plant calculation in the 
determination of the Tri State ATRR for inclusion in the Zone 17 Schedule 9 ATRR. 
 
 
Tri-State Response (July 3, 2018): 
Tri-State has confirmed with SPP that, effective on January 1, 2016, some or all of the delivery 
points in question became SPP delivery points. While they were correctly listed as “Off-System” 
delivery points when the Basin Electric NITS Agreement (“NITSA”) was filed, they ceased to be 
“Off System” when Tri-State joined SPP and transferred functional control over its Transmission 
Facilities in the eastern interconnection to SPP. SPP has committed to work with Basin Electric 
to resolve this issue. Tri-State anticipates that SPP will file a revised Basin Electric NITSA in the 
near future. Regardless, it is the Transmission Facilities that must qualify for inclusion under 
Attachment AI to the SPP Tariff and not the delivery points. Therefore, Tri-State reiterates that a 
decision by Basin Electric and SPP to list these delivery points as “Off System” delivery points in 
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the Basin Electric NITSA does not affect the qualification under Attachment AI to the SPP Tariff 
of Transmission Facilities used to serve the delivery points for inclusion in Tri-State’s rates and 
so does not preclude Tri-State from including the costs associated with those Transmission 
Facilities in its ATRR. Finally, these Transmission Facilities were reviewed as part of the 
settlement process in Docket No. ER16-204 and are listed as eligible for inclusion in Tri-State’s 
rate base under Attachment AI in the Settlement Agreement. 


