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SSC Meeting Summary 
December 13-14, 2010  

Charlotte, NC 
 
This meeting summary highlights SSC decisions, key discussion items, and next steps from the 
second meeting of the EIPC Stakeholder Steering Committee. Please note that the next SSC 
conference call will be held in January 18th, 12:00 p.m. ET, and the next in-person meeting 
will take place February 7-8, 2011 at the Sheraton National hotel in Arlington, VA. 
 

Meeting Objectives: 
 Update SSC on Revised Roll-up report 
 Share Work Group progress on Futures definition and data needs 
 Joint MWG & SPWG Workshop to begin definition of 1st Future 
Action Items: 
 Approve high-level narrative of 8 Futures 
 Approve one Future for submission to SSC for Feb. meeting 
 Approve criteria for baseline infrastructure 
 Approve combined Work Group work plan through March 2011 
 Direction to Work Groups on transmission approach in NEEM Analysis 

 
148 individuals were in attendance (96 in person, 52 via webinar); the list of attendees is 
attached. The meeting agenda and presentations are available in their entirety at 
www.eipconline.com.   
 
Revised Roll-Up Report 
Dave Whiteley gave a brief presentation on the status of the Roll-Up of regional plans, and 
described the steps the EIPC Analysis Team is taking to complete this task. Key points of 
discussion included: 

 The revised Roll-Up Report gives greater detail about the data inputs used by the 
Planning Authorities (PAs) and the differences in the various PAs’ planning assumptions 
and definitions. 

 The remaining sections of the Roll-Up Report will be completed by the end of January 
2011. 

Wil Burns from the Roll-Up Work Group provided brief comments on this revised report. Key 
points of discussion included: 

 The revised report includes a number of improvements.  
 The types and categorization of projects included varies across the PAs, but  explanations 

of these differences can be found in the revised report. 
 Energy efficiency (EE) and demand response (DR) are treated differently across the 

various regions (load adjustment vs. resource adjustment), and some PAs don’t model the 
effect of these factors at all. 
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Transmission in NEEM Model and Definition of NEEM Regions 
Mary Ellen Paravalos from the Modeling Work Group (MWG) provided a brief overview of the 
MWG’s discussion on this topic to-date. Key points of discussion included: 

 There is general agreement that an approach as outlined by EIPC, in which sensitivities 
are used to adjust transfer limits between the NEEM regions, is appropriate 

 An alternative, but similar approach for adjusting the transfer limits has been discussed, 
but the MWG is waiting for additional information before making a final 
recommendation. 

 The Scenario Planning Work Group (SPWG) and MWG have suggested that a sensitivity 
be reserved for each Future for adjusting transfer limits (though, for some Futures, it may 
be determined that a sensitivity adjusting the transfer limits isn’t needed) 

 The MWG NEEM Regions/Transmission sub-team is reviewing NEEM Regions with the 
assistance of the PAs. They anticipate recommending some adjustments to the definitions 
of NEEM regions; these recommendations will be completed in time for the SSC to 
approve them at their January conference call. 

 
Baseline Infrastructure Criteria 
Three Baseline Infrastructure Criteria proposals were presented by members of the RUWG.  Key 
points of discussion and decision items included: 

 These three proposals each offered different criteria for determining which projects 
and/or facilities from the Roll-Up of Regional Plans should be included in/excluded from 
the Baseline Infrastructure in the first 5 years (2010-2015) and the second 5 years (2016-
2020) of the Roll-Up period.  

 Of the three proposals, Proposal A would likely have resulted in the fewest facilities from 
the Roll-Up being included; Proposal B would have likely resulted in including the most 
facilities from the Roll-Up; and Proposal C would have yielded results between A & B. 

 Several SSC members were concerned that proposal A, which was proposed by the 
States, would require a complex petition/challenge process, and might result in too many 
projects/facilities being excluded for the Baseline Infrastructure case to “solve.” 

 After SSC discussion and sector caucus meetings, the States developed a new 
proposal: 

o 2010-2015: All Generation and Transmission from Roll-Up initially  
INCLUDED. 

o 2016-2020: All transmission facilities under 345 kV initially INCLUDED; All 
345 kV and above initially EXCLUDED. Generation: All “committed” (incl. 
under construction) initially INCLUDED.  

o The list of facilities included/excluded could be adjusted through a challenge 
process, which will examine petitions related to whether particular 
projects/facilities are determined to be “reasonably certain to be built” 

 The SSC decided that it would not propose an alternate set of criteria; rather it 
would participate in EISPC’s challenge process, and use the “reasonable certainty” 
criterion to decide any SSC-member challenges to the Baseline Infrastructure as 
recommended by EISPC after its challenge process. SSC challenges and a decision on the 
Baseline Infrastructure will be made during the mid-January SSC conference call. 
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 SSC members should consult the EISPC website’s page on the Baseline Infrastructure to 
review relevant documents and obtain details about the steps that will be undertaken and 
deadlines that must be met. Key items include: 

o EISPC members have until noon on December 23rd to file a petition to either 
include an excluded project or to exclude an included project. SSC members or 
other stakeholders interested in having a petition filed must contact and request 
that an EISPC designee do so on his or her behalf. 

o EISPC will hold a conference call meeting in early January to discuss and decide 
the petitions. A spokesperson representing a subset of SSC members (consisting 
of up to one member from each sector) will be provided a brief, time-limited 
opportunity to speak to each petition. EISPC will deliberate and vote on each 
petition. 

o EISPC will then communicate its decision on the Baseline Infrastructure to the 
SSC, so the SSC can take the issue up during the January SSC call. 

 Once the date and time of the EISPC call has been determined, Keystone will 
communicate this information to the SSC and request that each sector name one person to 
the sub-set of SSC members who may comment on the petitions during the EISPC call. 

 Keystone will also send out a scheduling poll to determine the date and time of the SSC’s 
mid-January conference call. 

 See the Chairs’ memo of December 16, 2010 for more information on the SSC Baseline 
Infrastructure process. 

 
Discussion and Approval of High-Level Futures Descriptions 
Dave Boguslawski from the Scenario Planning Work Group (SPWG) presented an overview of 
the SPWG’s Futures recommendations, highlighting the remaining questions and areas where 
consensus has not yet been achieved. Key discussion points and decision items included: 

 There were no objections to the high-level descriptions of the initial six recommended 
Futures: 

1. Business as Usual (BAU) 
2. Federal Carbon Constraint: National Implementation 
3. Federal Carbon Constraint: State and Regional Implementation and Choice 
4. Aggressive Energy Efficiency, Demand Response, Distributed Generation and 
Smart Grid 
5. National RPS: Top-Down Implementation 
6. National RPS: Regional Implementation 

 There were four remaining Futures under consideration for the final two Futures (“slots” 
7 & 8). Instead of eliminating any of these Futures, the SSC decided to try to meet the 
data needs underlying each of these Futures through the following agreement: 

o Nuclear Resurgence – selected as Future 7 
o Combined Federal Climate and Energy Policy – selected as Future 8, with a 

limit of 4 sensitivities 
o Environmental Moderation will be captured through four sensitivities on the 

BAU Future (one sensitivity already identified, plus three more) 
o Free Market will be captured through at least two sensitivities on the BAU 

Future (with first priority for another sensitivity if it becomes available) 
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 More information is needed about whether the future conditions envisioned in the Free 
Market and Environmental Moderation cases can be accurately modeled as sensitivities. 

 The decision on the Futures and sensitivities will be finalized once all of the sensitivities 
have been identified, and it is confirmed that the items described above can be modeled 
in an accurate and satisfactory manner. 

 The SSC discussed and decided the following related to the remaining questions/areas 
where consensus was not yet achieved within the initial six Futures: 

o Treatment of policies with expiration dates/sunsets in BAU: The SSC decided 
that policies would be renewed or allowed to expire on a case-by-case basis, 
taking account of past experience, among other factors. 

o RES level in the two National RPS futures (5 & 6 above): The SSC decided 
that the RES level would remain 30%, but for some sectors this is contingent 
upon there being no cap on imports of Canadian hydro. 

o Imports of Canadian hydro – cap/no cap: SSC members discussed their interest 
in ensuring that that imports of Canadian hydro are accurately modeled, so that 
the result wouldn’t show an infeasible level of imports, given Canadian demand, 
transfer limits, and capital costs and practical limits for hydro expansion. Others 
were concerned about inserting a cap that would artificially limit Canadian hydro, 
since imports already take place and there are plans for future expansion. This 
issue was not completely resolved. More information is needed about how this 
might be modeled. 

o Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS) in the Carbon Constraint and 
National RPS Futures (2&3, 5&6, above): There were no objections to CCS 
becoming viable at some point during the period of the study, with one sector 
noting that this is contingent upon a “reasonable” set of cost assumptions being 
selected. 

 The SSC agreed that the BAU would be the first Future to be specified and sent to 
CRA. 

 
Governance Items 
The SSC Chair, Roy Thilly, and Vice-Chair, Kevin Gunn, requested that the Governance Task 
Force reconvene to take up the following issues: 

 Revisit requirement that all meeting materials related to action/decision items be 
transmitted to SSC members two weeks in advance 

 Table arrangements during meetings  
 Input to DOE on openness of EIPC meetings 

 
Next Steps 

 SSC members should contact EISPC members to file petitions for inclusion/exclusion of 
projects in Baseline Infrastructure. 

 Keystone will notify SSC members once EISPC schedules its January call; SSC members 
will respond and name the representative from each sector to participate in that call. 

 Keystone will reschedule the mid-January conference call for approximately one week 
after the EISPC call. 

 SPWG and MWG will integrate their operations through the completion of Task 5 
(definition of Macroeconomic Futures). 



  5 

 
Attendance Report, SSC Meeting, December 13-14, 2010 

 
Name Organization  Sector Role  

Roy Thilly WPPI Energy None Chair 
Rob Sinclair Ontario Power 

Authority 
Canadian Provincial Representatives SSC Member 

Alice Jackson Occidental End Users SSC Member 
Ryan Kind Missouri Public 

Counsel 
End Users SSC Member 

Sonny 
Popowsky 

PA Office of 
Consumer Advocate 

End Users SSC Member 

David Meyer U.S. Dept. of Energy Federal Agency SSC Member 
Mark Volpe Dynegy Generation Owners and Developers SSC Member 
Michael Goggin AWEA Generation Owners and Developers SSC Member 
Steve Gaw Wind Coalition Generation Owners and Developers SSC Member 
Andy Oliver Land Trust Alliance NGOs SSC Member 
Beth Soholt Wind on the Wires NGOs SSC Member 
Mark Brownstein Environmental 

Defense Fund 
NGOs SSC Member 

Herb Healy EnerNOC, Inc Other Suppliers SSC Member 
Doug Nazarian Maryland PSC States SSC Member 
Garry Brown NYS Public Service 

Commission 
States SSC Member 

James Volz Vermont Public 
Service Board 

States SSC Member 

Kevin Gunn Missouri Public 
Service Commission 

States SSC Member; Vice 
Chair 

Lauren Azar Public Service 
Commission of 
Wisconsin 

States SSC Member 

Lib Fleming Public Service 
Commission of South 
Carolina 

States SSC Member 

Valerie Lemmie Public Utilities 
Commission of Ohio 

States SSC Member 

Maryam Sharif New York Power 
Authority 

TDU/Public Power SSC Member 

Paul Malone NPPD TDU/Public Power SSC Member 
Tim Noeldner WPPI Energy TDU/Public Power SSC Member 
Stuart Nachmias Con Edison Transmission Owners and 

Developers 
SSC Member 

Tammy Linde PSEG Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

SSC Member 

Will Kaul Great River Energy Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

SSC Member 

Erin Hogan NYSERDA End Users Table Representative 
Fred Plett Massachusetts 

Attorney General 
End Users Table Representative 

Jim Howell Southern Power 
Company 

Generation Owners and Developers Table Representative 
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Amy Hansen New Jersey 
Conservation 
Foundation 

NGOs Table Representative 

Erin Stojan 
Ruccolo 

Fresh Energy NGOs Table Representative 

Vancko Union of Concerned 
Scientists 

NGOs Table Representative 

Wil Burns NGOs NGOs Table Representative 
Marya White EISPC States Table Representative 
Gabriel Stern CMEEC TDU/Public Power Table Representative 
Keith Daniel Georgia 

Transmission Corp. 
TDU/Public Power Table Representative 

Paul McCurley NRECA TDU/Public Power Table Representative 
Lloyd Linke Western Area Power 

Administration 
Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Table Representative 

Mark Wehlage Xcel Energy Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Table Representative 

Marty Mennes FPL Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Table Representative 

Nina McLaurin Progress Energy Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Table Representative 

Mike 
Swearingen 

Tri-County Electric 
Cooperative 

End Users Observer 

Alison 
Silverstein 

Alison Silverstein Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

David Andrejcak FERC Federal Agency/ Government Observer 
Mason Emnett FERC Federal Agency/ Government Observer 
Nano Sierra FERC Federal Agency/ Government Observer 
Sandra 
Waldstein 

FERC Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Adriana 
Kocornik-Mina 

U.S. Department of 
Energy 

Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Larry Mansueti U.S. Dept of Energy Federal Agency/ Government Observer 
Lot Cooke U.S. Department of 

Energy 
Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Michael Li U.S. Department of 
Energy 

Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Alicia Dalton-
Tingler 

U.S. DOE/NETL Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Maria Hanley U.S. DOE - NETL Federal Agency/ Government Observer 
Joseph Eto Lawrence Berkeley 

National Laboratory 
Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Stanton Hadley Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory 

Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Thomas 
Schneider 

NREL Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Tom Darin White House Council 
on Environmental 
Quality 

Federal Agency/ Government Observer 

Nancy Cowan NextEra Generation Owners and Developers Observer 
Raja Srivastava RES-Americas Generation Owners and Developers Observer 
Matt Schuerger Energy Systems NGOs Observer 
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Consulting 
Terry Black NRDC/FERC Project NGOs Observer 
Bill White EFC NGOs Observer 
Charles 
Trabandt 

Charles River 
Associates 

Other Observer 

Ralph Luciani Charles River 
Associates 

Other Observer 

Eric Runge Day Pitney for 
NEPOOL 

Other Observer 

Heather Hunt  NESCOE  States Observer 
Phil Riley Public Service 

Commission of South 
Carolina Staff                    

States Observer 

Brian Rybarik Wisconsin PSC States Observer 
Doug Kallesen Nebraska Public 

Power District 
TDU/Public Power Observer 

Alan Myers ITC Great Plains Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Bryan Hill Southern Company Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Chris Hagman American 
Transmission 
Company 

Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

David 
Boguslawski 

Northeast Utilities Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Gayle Nansel Western Area Power 
Administration 
(WAPA) 

Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Gregory Smith PPL Electric Utilities Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Jeffrey 
McKinney 

NYSEG / RG&E Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Mary Ellen 
Paravalos 

National Grid Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Paul Vaitkus NSTAR Electric & 
Gas 

Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Raja 
Sundararajan 

AEP Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Tom Dawe Duke Energy Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

Tyler Ruthven National Grid Transmission Owners and 
Developers 

Observer 

David Whiteley Whiteley BPS 
Planning Ventures 
LLC 

EIPC Project Manager 

B. David Till TVA EIPC Observer 
Clay Young SCE&G EIPC Observer 
Craig Glazer PJM Interconnection, 

L.L.C. 
EIPC Observer 

Dan Fredrickson MAPPCOR EIPC Observer 
Don Gates ISO-NE EIPC Observer 
Ed Ernst Duke Energy 

Carolinas 
EIPC Observer 
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Flora Flygt American 
Transmission 
Company 

EIPC Observer 

Jeff Webb Midwest ISO EIPC Observer 
Jeremy Bennett Southern Company EIPC Observer 
Jim Busbin Southern Company EIPC Observer 
John Buechler NYISO EIPC Observer 
John Lucas Southern Company 

Transmission 
EIPC Observer 

Ollie Burke Entergy Transmission EIPC Observer 
Tami Anderson MAPPCOR EIPC Observer 
 


